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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule xxn, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 
H. R. 3913. A bill for the relief of Willie 

Ruth Chapman; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORRISON: 
H. R. 3914. A b1ll for the relief of James 

Leon Keaton; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

653. By Mr. ANDREWS of New York: Reso
lution adopted by the Buffalo Council for a 
Permanent Fair Employment Practice Com
mission, Buffalo, N. Y., urging favorable 
action on H. R. 2824 and S. 984, providing for 
a Fair Employment Practice Commission, in 
this session of Congress; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

654. By Mr. LYNCH: Petition of Publishers 
Printing Co. chapel, New York City, urging 
that Congress take immediate steps to 
amend the social-security law by reducing 
the retirement age from 65 to 60 and increas
ing monthly payments by 100 percent; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

655. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the sec
retary and president of the Triumvirate 
Friends Club, Mexico, petitioning considera
tion of their resolution with reference to ex
pressing appreciation of the citizens of 
Cuautla for the honors paid to the Mexican 
people in the person of their ruler, Lie. Miguel 
Aleman Valdes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, JuNE 20, 1947 

<Legislative day of Monday, April 21, 
1947) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. John E. Garvin, of the diocese 
of Bismarck, N. Dak., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Almighty and Eternal Go~. we adore 
Thee, and we promise obedience to Thy 
Holy Law. 

We pray Thee, 0 God of might, of 
wisdom, and of justice, through whom 
authority is rightly administered, laws 
are enacted, and judgments decreed, 
assist, with Thy Holy Spirit o! counsel 
and fortitude, the Members of the Sen
ate of these United States, that their 
ministrations may be conducted in 
righteousness and be eminently useful 
to Thy people, whom they represent. 
Let the light of Thy divine wisdom direct 
their deliberations and shine forth in 
all the proceedings and laws framed for 
our rule and government, so that they 
may tend to the preservation of peace, 
the promotion of national happiness, the 
increase of industry, sobriety, and use
ful knowledge, and may perpetuate to 
us the blessings of equal liberty. 

Grant to them this day the grace to 
work with gratitude and joy, consider
ing it an honor to employ and develop 

the talents they have received from God; 
to work with order, peace, moderation, 
and patience, ever recoiling before 
weariness or difficulties; to work, above 
all, with purity of intention and with 
detachment from self, having always 
before their eyes the public good and 
the welfare of our country. Inspire 
them with Thy wisdom and strengthen 
them with Thy power, so that the re
sults of their words and actions may be 
characterized by justice and prudence 
and the government of our great coun
try may conform always to Thy holy _will. 

Through Christ our Lord. Amen. 
THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. WHERRY, and· by 
unanimous consent, the· reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
June 19, 1947, was dispensed with, and 
the Journal was approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

· A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks,· announced that the House 
had passed the following bills, in which 
it requested the concurrence of the Sen
ate: 

H. R. 966. An act to amend section 14 of 
the Veterans' ·Preference Act of June 27, 1944 
(58 Stat. 387); 

H. R. 1389. An act to amend the Veterans' 
Preference Act of 1944; and 

H. R. 2298. A bill to amend the Iz:terstate 
Commerce Act, as amended, and for other 
purposes. 

. TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 

By unanimous consent, the follqwing 
routine business was transacted: 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 
AMERICAN INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR THE 

PROTECTION OF CHILDHOOD 
A letter from the Secretary of State, trans

mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
amend t:Qe joint resolution providing for the 
membership of the United States in the 
American International Institute for the Pro
tection of Childhood (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 
DONATIONS BY NAVY DEPARTMENT TO NoN

PROFIT INSTITUTIONS AND ORGANIZATIONS 
A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, 

reporting, pursuant to law, a list of institu
tions and organizations, all nonprofit and 
eligible, which have requested donations from 
the Navy Department; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS 
A letter from the Archivist of the United 

States, transmitting, pursuant to law, a llst 
of papers and documents on the files of sev
eral departments and agencies of the Gov
ernment which are not needed in the con
duct of business and have no permanent 
value or historical interest, and requesting 
action looking to their disposition (with ac
companying papers); to a Joint Select Com
mittee on the Disposition of Papers in the 
Executive Departments. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore ap
pointed Mr. LANGER and Mr. CHAVEZ 
members of the committee on the part 
of the Senate. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of 

the State of California; to the Committee 
on Finance: 

"Senate Joint Resolution 23 
"Joint resolution memorializing the Presi

dent and the Congress of the United States 
in relation to the Federal income tax as it 
affects community-property States 
"Whereas there appears to be a movement 

on the part of non-community-property 
States to secure the passage of Federal legis
lation which would deny to residents of Cali
fornia the right to file separate income-tax 
returns on community ir.come or which 
would arbitrarily permit in every State the 
division of all income of one spouse with 
the other, without regard to the law of that 
State; and 

"Whereas California, Arizona, Idaho, Loui
siana, Nevada, New Mexico, Texas, and Wash
ington are community-property States under 
the laws of which husband and wife are each 
the owner of one-half of the community 
property; and 

"Whereas by reason of such community 
ownership husband and wife own all com
munity property and all community income 
equally, for all purposes, including the re
sponsibility of paying taxes thereon; and 

"Whereas Federal income taxes are, and 
ought to be, levied against the owner of 
income as determined by law; and 

"Whereas such proposed legislation would 
fictitiously permit persons who are the legal 
owners of income to avoid payment of Fed
eral income tax thereon; or which in com
munity-property States would force payment 
of a tax on income which is not legally 
owned by the husband, completely disregard
ing the bona fide and historic property laws 
of California and the several States relating 
to property and income acquired after mar
riage; and 

"Whereas the community-property law 
was in effect in the western region of the 
United States prior to the admission of Cali
fornia into the Union, and the property rights 
then iil effect were guaranteed to the resi
dents of California by the treaty with Mexico 
under which California became a part of the 
United States; and 

"Whereas such proposed legislation would 
thus, by indirection, destroy the property 
rights of citizens of California as guaran
teed by said treaty; and 

"Whereas these community-property 
rights are in jeopardy because of pending 
Federal legislation: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of 
the State of California (jointly), That the 
President and the Congress of the United 
States are hereby respectfully memorialized 
and requested to take such steps as may be 
necessary to defeat such proposed legisla
tion as, in part, are represented by H. R. 
1759, by Mr. REEVES; amendment to H. R. 1 
(Knutson bill), by Mr. BuTLER; S. 626, by Mr. 
CORDON; S. 649, by Mr. TYDINGS; S. 550, by 
Mr. LANGER; H. R. 2219, by Mr. ANGELL; H. R. 
2002, by Mr. ROBERTSON. 

"Resolved, That the secretary of the sen
ate prepare and transmit copies of this reso
lution to the President of the United States, 
to the President pro tempore of the Senate, 
to the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives, and to each Senator and Member of 
the House of Representatives from Cali
fornia." 

A letter in the nature of a petition from 
L. Graham Lehman, Washington, D. C., pray
ing for the passage, over the President's veto, 
of the so-called Taft-Hartley labor bill (with 
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an accompanying paper); ordered to lie on 
the table. 

A resolution adopted by the members of 
the fourth division of the American Legion, 
Department of Texas, in convention as
sembled at Temple, Tex., June 8, 1947, favor
ing the prompt enactment of Senate bill 866, 
the so-called Taft-Ellender-Wagner housing 
bill; ordered to lie on the table. 

By Mr. SPARKMAN: 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 

State of Alabama; to the Committee on Ap
propriations: 

"Senate Joint R~solution 8 
"Whereas the huge reduction in the 1947 

agricultural conservation program funds 
from $301,720,000 to $165,614,290, and the 
reduction in other agricultural appropria
tions, recommended by the House Appropri
ations Committee in Washington, has halted 
practically all Production and Marketing Ad
ministration (AAA) activities in Alabama. 
Preliminary estimates recently made by PMA 
fihow that funds already obligated will equal 
or exceed the $165,614,290 allowable by the 
Appropriations Committee recommendation; 
and 

"Whereas much progress has been made in 
conservation during the past 9 years with 
the aia of AAA; practically one-half of Ala
bama farmers are now planting winter cover 
crops; terracing and other soil-conservation 
work is being carried on with great benefit 
to Alabama and the Nation; and 

"Whereas there are now about 65,000 
farmers ln Alabama cooperating with and 
being directly benefited by this program; and 
indirect benefits are being derived by all the 
people of Alabama; and 

"Whereas the conservation needs of Ala
bama are far in excess of what are now being 
met; we believe it is the responsiblllty of 
society to see that our soil resources are 
maintained .and improved for future genera
tions; and 

"Whereas the proposed reduction in agri
cultural appropriations threatens to wreck 
the school-lunch program in Alabama unless 
the State greatly increases its funds of 
matching Federal money; and funds wlll be 
denied for farm-tenant loans to thousands 
of Alabama veterans, and small farmers 
under the Bankhead-Janes Farm Tenant 
Purchase Act; and 

"Whereas we believe the farmers wm be 
forced to exploit and drain the soil fertlllty 
1f the agricultural conservation program is 
curtailed; much heretofore accomplished 
wm be lost: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the State Senate of Alabama 
(the House of Representatives concurring) : 

"1. That the Congress of the United States 
be most respectfully urged to continue and 
not to reduce the appropriations for the 
United States Department of Agriculture to 
carry on the agricultural conservation pro
gram and other programs being put on by 
the Agriculture Department. 

"2. That the United States Senators, Hon. 
LISTER HILL and Hon. JOHN SPARKMAN, and 
our Representatives in Congress, be asked to 
support the agricultural conservation pro
gram and to vote for and to lend their sup
port for the continuance of the annual ap
propriation of $301,720,000, and other agri
cUltural appropriations vital to the people of 
Alabama. 

"3. That the secretary of state of Alabama 
be directed to transmit duly certified copies 
o! this memorial to the President o! the 

· United States, chairmen of the United States 
Senate and House Committees on Agricul
ture, the United States Senate and House 
Committees on Appropriations, the Secre
tary o! Agriculture in Washington, and to 
each Member of our congressional delega
tion. 

"Approved June 13, 1947." 
(The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before 

the Senate a joint resolution of the Legis-

lature of the State of Alabama, identical 
with the foregoing, which was referred to 
the Committee on Appropriations.) 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. WILEY, from the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

S. 18. A b111 to establish uniform qualifi
cations of jurors in the Federal courts, and 
for other purposes; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 314); 

S. 175. A bill to provide for the furnish
ing of quarters at Brunswick, Ga., for the 
United States District Court for the South
ern District of Georgia; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 315); 

. S.179. A bill for the relief of Maj. Ralph 
M. Rowley and First Lt. Irving E. Sheffel; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 331); 

S. 258. A bill for the relief of Troy Charles 
Davis, Jr .; without amendment (Rept. No. 
322); 

S. 292. A bill for the relief of Samuel Au
genblick; without amendment (Rept. No. 
316); 

8. 490. A bill to provide for the extension 
and application of the provisions of the 
Classification Act of 1923, as amended, to 
certain officers and employees of the Immi
gration and Naturalization Service in the 
Department of Justice; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 317): 

S. 880. A bill for the relief of Rev. John C. 
Young; without amendment (Rept. No. 332); 

S. 957. A bill for the relief of Col. William 
J. Kennard; without amendment (Rept. No. 
333); 

S. 1100. A bill for the relief of Frankie 
Stalnaker; with an amendment (Rept. No. 
323); and 

H. R. 1742. A b111 for the relief of Mary 
Lomas; With an amendment (Rept. No. 318). 

By Mr. BRIDGES, from the Committee on 
Appropriations: 

H. R. 3791. A bill making appropriations 
to supply urgent deficiencies in certain ap
propriations for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1947, and for other purposes; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 319); 

S. Res.129. Resolution authorizing the 
Committee on Appropriations, in making in
vestigations under the Legislative Reorgani
zation Act, to employ temporary assistants 
and make certain expenditures; with an 
amendment; and, under. the rule, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration; and 

S. Res. 130. Resolution authorizing the 
Committee on Appropriations to make addi
tional expenditures under section 134 (a) of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946; 
without amendment; and, under the rule, 
the resolution was referred to the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. MORSE, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

H. R. 2276. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of War to pay certain expenses incident to 
training, attendance, and participation of 
personnel of the Army of the United States 
in the Seventh Winter Sports Olympic Games 
and the Fourteenth Olympic Games and for 
future Olympic games; with amendments 
(Rept. No. 328). 

By Mr. BYRD, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: . 

H. R. 1358. A blll to amend the act entitled 
"An act to provide for the management and 
operation of naval plantations, outside the 
continental United States," approved June 
28, 1944; with amendments (Rept. No. 326). 

By Mr. BALDWIN, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

H. R. 1375. A blll to further amend section 
10 gf the Pay Readjustment Act of 1942, so as 
to provide for the clothing allowance of en
listed men of the Marine Corps and Marine 

Corps Reserve; with amendments (Rept. No. 
324); and 

H. R. 2248. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of War to grant an easement and to convey to 
the Louisiana Power & Light Co. a tract of 
land comprising a portion of Camp Living
ston in the State of Louisiana; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 325). 

By Mr. HILL, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

H. R. 1845. A b1ll to amend existing laws 
relating to military leave of certain employ
ees of the United States or of the District of 
Columbia so as to equalize rights to leave of 
absence and reemployment for such employ
ees who are members of the Enlisted or Offi
cers' Reserve Corps, the National Guard, or 
the Naval Reserve, and for other purposes; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 327) . 

By. Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

H. R. 3629. A bill to authorize the transfer 
to the Panama Canal of property which is 
surplus to the needs of the War Department 
or Navy Department; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 329). 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL, from the Commit""l 
tee on Armed Services: 

H. R. 3124. A bill to authorize the attend
ance of the Mariil.e Band at the Eighty-first 
National Encampment of the Grand Army of 
the Republic to be held in Cleveland, Ohio, 
August 10 to 14, 1947; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 330). 

By Mr. ECTON, from the Committee on 
Public Lands: 

S. 402. A bill to authorize and direct the 
Secretary of the Interior to issue to James 
Black Dog a patent in fee to certain land; 
with an amendment (Rept. No. 334); and 

S. 608. A bill authorizing and directing the 
Secretary of the Interior to issue a patent in 
fee to Growing Four Times; with an amend
ment (Rept. Np. 335). 

By Mr. McCARTHY, from the Committee 
on Banking and Currency: 

S. 1361. A b111 to amend the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 so as to permit capital 
grants for !ow-rent-housing and slum-clear
ance projects where construction costs exceed 
present cost limitations upon condition that 
local housing agencies pay the difference be
tween cost limitations and the actual con
struction costs; with amendments (Rept. No. 
336). 

EXTENSION OF RECONSTRUCTION Fl• 
NANCE CORPORATION-REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. President, from the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, I 
ask unanimous consent to report an orig
inal joint resolution to extend tempora
rily the succession and powers of the Re
construction Finance Corporation, and I 
submit a report <No. 321) thereon. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the report will be received, 
and the joint resolution will be placed on 
the calendsr. 

There being no objection, the joint 
Jesolution <S. J. Res. 135) to extend the 
succession, lending powers, and t3e func
tions of the Reconstruction Finance Cor
poration, was read twice by its title and 
placed on the calendar. 
REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2--REPORT 

OF A COMMITTEE 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, from the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
I ask unanimous consent to report ad
versely the concurrent resolution <H. 
Con. 49) against adoption of Reorganiza
tion Plan No. 2 of May 1, 1947, and I 
submit a report <No. 320) thereon. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With'=" 

out objection, the report will be received, 
and the concurrent resolution will be 
placed on the calendar. 
REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE 

PAPERS 

Mr. LANGER, from the Joint Select 
Committee on the Disposition of Execu
tive Papers, to which was referred for ex
amination. and recommendation a list of 
records transmitted to the Senate by the 
Archivist of the United States that ap
peared to have no permanent value or 
historical interest, surmitted a report 
thereon pursuant to law. 
INVESTIGATION OF OPERATIONS OF RE-

CONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORA
TION AND SUBSIDIARIES 

Mr. BUCK, from the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, reported an orig
inal resolution (S. Res. 132); which, un
der the rule, was referred to the Commit
tee on nules and Administration, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That the Senate Committee on 
Banking and currency, or any duly author
ized subcommittee thereof, is authorized and 
directed to conduct a full and complete in
quiry into the operations of the Reconstruc
tion Finance Corporation and i' ..; subsidiaries. 

SEc. 2. The committee shall report its 
findings, together with its recommendf_tions 
for such legislation as -it may deem advisable, 
to the Senate at the earliest practicable date 
but not later than March 1, 1P48. 

SEc. 3. For the purposes of this resolution, 
the committee, or any duly authorized sub
committee thereof, is authorized to employ 
upon a temporary basis such teahnical, cler
ical, and other assistants as it deems advis
able, and is authorized, with the consent ot 
the head of tbe department or agency con
cerned, to utilize the services, information, 
facilities, and personnel of any of the depart
ments or agencies of the Government. The 
expenses of the committee under this reso
lution, which shall not exceed $50,000, shall 
be paid from the contingent fund of the Sen
ate upon vouchers approved by the chairman 
of the committee. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and joints resolutions were intro
duced, read the first time, and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. GURNEY (b¥ request): 
S. 1477. A bill to designate the A1r Uni

versity Library, Army ·Air Forces, as a. pub
lic depository for Government publications; 
and 

S. 1478. A bill to authorize the transfer of 
lands in the Fort Wingate Military Reserve, 
N. Mex., from the War Department to the 
Interior Department; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. CAPEHART (by request) (for 
himself, Mr. MARTIN, and Mr. KIL
GORE): 

S. 1479. A bill to provide for an appeal to 
the Supreme Court of the United States from 
the decision of the Court of Claims in a. 
suit instituted by George A. Carden and 
Anderson T. Herd; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BUCK: • 
· S. 1480. A bill authorizing the conveyance 

to the State of Delaware of a portion of Pea 
Patch Island; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

By Mr. McGRATH: 
B. 1481. A bill to authorize the Board of 

Commissioners of the District of Columbia to 
establish daylight saving time in the Dis-

trict; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. HATCH: 
S.1482. A bill for the relief of F. DuWayne 

Blankley; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. AIKEN: 
S. 1483. A bill for the relief of Guy Cheng; 

to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. WHITE (by request) : 

S. 1484. A bill to continue temporary au
thority of the Maritime Commission until 
March 1, 1948; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CHAVEZ: 
S. 1485. A blll to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to dispose of certain lands 
heretofore acquired for the Albuquerque In
dian School, New Mexico; to the Committee 
on Public Lands. 

By Mr. THYE (for himself and Mr. 
O'CoNoR) :. 

S.1486. A bill to provide for payment of 
salaries covering periods of separation from 
the Gover..nment service in the case of per
sons improperly removed from such service; 
to the Committee on Civil Service. 

By Mr. SPARKMAN (for him~elf and 
Mr. HILL): 

S. 1487. -A bill to remove restrictions upon 
loans by Federal agencies to finance the con
struction of certain public works; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. CAPEHART: 
S. J. Res. 134. Joint resolution providing for 

the proper observance of the one hundred 
and sixtieth anniversary of the signing of the 
Constitution of the United States of America; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

(Mr. BUCK, from the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency, reported an original joint 
resolution (S. J. Res. 135) to extend the suc
cession, lending powers, and the functions 
of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, 
which was ordered to be placed on the cal
endar, and appears under a separate head
ing.) 

By Mr. VANDENBERG (by request): 
S. J. Res.136. Joint resolution authorizing 

the President to accept on behalf of the 
Government of the United States the Con
vention on the Privileges and Immunities of 
the United States; to the Committee on For
eign Relations. 

PRESIDENTIAL SUCCESSION-
AMENDMENT 

1 Mr. McMAHON submitted amend
ments intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill <S. 564> to provide for the per
formance of the duties of the o:flice of 
President, in case of the removal, resig
nation, or inability both of· the President 
and Vice President, which were ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 
AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL INSURANCE 

CONTRIBUTIONS ACT-AMENDMENT 

Mr. BALL submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill <H. R. 3818> to amend the Federal 
Insurance Contributions Act with respect 
to rates of tax on employers and em
ployees, and for other purposes, which 
was referred to the Committee on Fi
nance, and ordered to be printed. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 

The following bills were severally read 
twice by their titles, and referred as 
indicated: 

H. R. 966. An act to amend section 14 of the 
Veterans' Preference Act of June 27, 1944 (58 
Stat. 387): and 

· H. R. 1389. An act to amend the Veterans' 
Preference Act of 1944; to the Committee on 
Civil Service. 

H. R. 2298. An act to amend the Interstate 
Commerce Act, as amended, and for other 

purposes; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

DAVID I. WALSH-EDITORIAL EULOGIES 
[Mr. LODGE asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the RECORD two editorials 
eulogistic of the late Senator David I. Walsh, 
the first from the Boston Herald of June 12, 
1947, and the second from the Boston Globe 
of the same date, which appear in the 
Appendix.] 

THE CLARK HILL PROJECT IN SOUTH 
CAROLINA-STATEMENTS BY HON. J. 
STROM THURMOND AND HON. BUTLER 
B. HARE 

[Mr. MAYBANK asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD addresses by 
Hon. J. Strom Thurmond, Governor of South 
Carolina, and Hon. Butler B. Hare, former 
Representative from South Carolina, before 
the Civil Functions Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives, which appear 1n the Ap
pendix.] 

SOIL EROSION BY FLOODS-EDITORIAL 
FROM PHILADELPHIA EVENING BULLE
TIN 
[Mr. MURRAY asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the RECORD an editorial en
titled "Your Country's Soil Is Being Stolen," 
published in the June 15, 1947, issue of the 
Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, which ap
pears in the AppendiX.] 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE 
SESSION 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the senior Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
DONNELL] I ask consent of the Senate 
that the subcommittee of the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare holding a 
hearing on the so-called Fair Employ
ment Practice Act, now being considered 
by the committee, may hold a meeting 
while the Senate is in session today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the order is made. 
AID IN INDUSTRIALIZATION OF UNDER

DEVELOPED AREAS 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, in connection with Sen
ate bill 1452, to provide for aid in in
dustrialization of underdeveloped areas, 
and for other purposes, introduced in 
the Senate on June 16, 1947, by the Sen
ator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER], several 
other Senators, and myself, I should 
like to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter from Mr. W. W. Mims, editor of 
the Edgefield Advertiser, a newspaper 
which has been in operation for 111 
years, longer than any other newspaper 
in my State. The editor of this paper has 
lived close to the soil, he has served his 
State well as a legislator and an editor. 
I believe he here grasps the significance 
of a situation which is the root problem 
in the South's relatively poor economy. 
I commend to the attention of the Senate 
his letter and two editorials from his 
newspaper, and asl{ unanimous consent 
that they be printed in the RECORD as a 
part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the lettter 
and editorials were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

THE EDGEFIELD ADVERTISER, , 
Edgefield, S. C., June 17, 1947. 

Senator OLIN D. JOHNSTON, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR JoHNSTON: I am pleased to 

see that you, together with other Senators, 
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are seeking congressional aid in bringing 
industries to the South and West. 

This problem which you are facing squarely 
is in reality a national problem. When tne 
rural areas of the Nation with their propor
tionately large population lose their buying 
power it is impossible for the country as a 
whole to prosper. 

If Congress could know the widespread 
poverty in rural areas even in normal times, 
a poverty not the result of thriftlessness, 
but poverty in spite of thrift and 10 to 18 
hours a day of toil in all weather, it would 
consider the human side as well as the eco
nomic which itself is important enough. 

We realize in the South that mechaniza
tion is on its way. We realize that when this 
postwar restrictive period is ended and ma
chinery is available in any quantity the 
farm lands which are adapted to the use 
of machinery will be almost completely 
mechanized. 

The result will be not only the displace
ment of farm labor, but this type of farm
ing will offer such competition to the small 
farmer, whose lands are not so well adapted 
to machine operation· and who for other 
reasons cannot make the best use of modern 
methods, that he will be thrown almost com
pletely out of the economic picture. 

It is important, I think, to keep in mind 
the fact that the South is the most purely 
American area of our whole Nation, and it 
is true that these small farmers are typi
cal themselves of what America means. 
They have carried on through generations, . 
frequently on the same lands, planting the 
same fields and taking great pride in the 
continuity of ownership and in their in
dependence. 

You know, Senator, . that the southern 
farmer was taught by his father to work. 
You, as well as any southerner, can resurrect 
the picture of a typical small farmer .labor
ing in his fields long hours, often with mem
bers of· his family, including children, and 
in the fall these same children would not, 
from the harvest, have the money to buy 
adequate school clothes. And unfortunately 
college training seldom reaches into these 
families. 

America, farmers who will not be able to keep 
pace with modern farm methods. 

"Each town should be aided in the develop
ment of small industries. They need tech
nical help just now more than financial aid. 
They cannot lift themselves by their boot 
straps. For example, Edgefield people have 
been interested in a pottery plant (Edgefield 
had successful potteries in years past) . Even 
though they might raise the money, what 

- steps would they take to establish a pottery 
not knowing the engineering requirements 
or what clays would be suitable? Edgefield 
people last year organized the Edgefield In
dustrial Development Corporation capitalized 
at about $20,000 inviting outside investments 
and offering to build a building, with especial 
interest in garment manufacturing. This 
has not yet succeeded, although many in
vestors from other States have been here to 
discuss proposals. 

Fact is that trained men who know how to 
set up plants for the manufacture of such 
things as pottery, clothing, canned goods 
and other food products and products from 
wood of which this section has a plentiful 
supply, are simply not available, and even 
though · local persons organize and raise 
money, they actually have no point at which 
to make a start. They do not have what is 
commonly called the "know-how." 

In a section which has been agricultural 
from , the earliest times, industrialization· 
with its skills and techniques will take a 
longer time than though technical experts 
could be furnished to communities to help 
in these problems. 

Edgefield County has a large variety of 
minerals and clays which could be utilized. 
It has a plentiful supply of labor-people 
who don't mind working for fair pay. Citi
zens here are eager to provide industrial 
employment and are ready to invest their 
money in enterprises which are well advised 
al).d can be established on a reasonably sound 
basis. 

Through many generations our farms have 
been cultivated and exploited with small re
ward. Cotton at 5 cents to 12 cents cannot 
rebuild a depleted soil, or maintain it. The 
cash value of farm products in normal times 
is not such as to repair outhouses or build · 
terraces. 

American technicians have promoted in
dustrial development in almost every coun
try of the world. But here in large sections 
of our Nation there is almost a complete 
ignorance of industrial techniques and pos
sibilities. 

I think your work in connection with in
dustrialization of rural sections will be a 
great b"oon to the South and to the whole 
Nation as well. 

Nonindustrialization perpetuates nonin-
dustrialization. Young students of engineer
ing leave home to go where there is a pro
gressive outlook and opportunity for life
time success. If the South can make head
way during this period when local citizenry 
has some capital of its own-when farm 
prices are at a very good level-the South 
stands a chance of establishing economic in~ 
dependence. If it loses the opportunity now, 
there will be another impending period of 
economic stagnation. 

Automobiles which now sell for $1,400 will 
not sell for $200 when and if cotton drops 
to 5 cents, as it has done in the past. Re
frigerators, which are now accepted as 
standard household equipment, will not sell 
for $30 when and if corn and hogs drop 
back to their lowest level. 

Whether farm prices will ever be normal 
again, or hit bottom in a period of slump, no 
one knows, but prices are likely to fall most 
1n the class of products grown on the farm. 
Industrial sections can control the prices of 
their products: They shut down their plants 
and lay off their workers if necessary, but the 
farmer plants his crops with only faith and 
hope, and these have not been enough. ·The 
harvest floods the markets and the labors of 
the farm family have been in vain. 

To avoid a relapse into an economic con
dition which led the late President to say 
"The South is the Nation's No. 1 economic 

- problem," small farmers of the South must 
have means of employment to earn the neces
sary cash for a fair standard of living. Ex
perience is showing now that they will re
main on their farms and produce in their 
spare time home needs. They are more apt 
to leave the farm if they do not have other 
means to supplement their cash incomes. 

The late Henry Ford's phrase "one foot in 
factory and one in the soil" patterned a hope
ful way of life for the small farmers of rural 

I want to thank you for your support of 
equalization of rail rates, and for your other 
efforts in behalf of the progress of this 
section. 

Sincerely, 
W. W. MIMS. 

[From the Edgefield (S. C.) Advertiser of 
February 26, 1947] 

ONE FOOT IN THE SOIL 

The best defense developing against an
other serious depression is the coming o~ 

local Industries to this section to provide pay 
rolls, or in simple phrase-spending money 
which is the life-blood of business. 

While incoming industries are no certain 
guarantee against economic slump, which at 
its worst becomes a world-wide (lepression, 
they will help to brighten the business pic
ture in dark days, as well as serving surely 
to make business better in normal times. 

It 1s well to keep in mind that local in
dustries drawing workers from surrounding 
areas, keeping "one foot in the soil" (the 
words are Henry Ford's), is an ideal situa
tion. In case j)f temporary work suspension 
in times of economic stress, dependency is 
not shifted to government, as in case of the 
city worker whose environment leaves him 
so susceptible to communistic propaganda. 
With home and farm still intact, the family 
is still a functioning unit of democracy. 

A friend, and a very soUd citizen in our 
opinion who believes in his church and in 
his home and In his farm, told the writer 
one day this week that he had applied for a 
job at the new Johnston mill where he will 
make a substantial hourly wage. "I can make 
more cash there than on my farm," he said. 
"But I have no intention of giving up my 
farming operations entirely. The new mill 
has a revolving shift for all workers, which 
will enable me to get a lot done at home to 
boot, and I'll continue to raise grains and 
to provide home needs." 

A better example of why the South is the 
Nation's most hopeful section we do not 
know. 

[From the Edgefield (S. C.) Advertiser of 
May 14, 1947} 

INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION IN LOW-INCOME AREAS 
ALTERNATIVE TO GOVERNMENT CONTROL 

A slump and perhaps another major de
pression will be the result if the Nation re.
verts to a condition in which the industrial 
sections sell their products at industry-regu
lated prices while agricultural commodities 
go on the markets at whatever the · market 
will pay. 

In 1947, even more than in the nineteen 
thirties, a large portion of consumer spending 
goes for ind-qstrial products. This money 
spent for what other sections produce is 
siphoned off with a large degree of perman
ence; for there is nothing comparable in ag
riculture to the selling value of machine
made, industrial goods. 

The alternative to Government extending 
control over production, marketing, prices 
and almost every other phase of busilless en
terprise, at some future time, is industrial 
development in areas where the income of 
the people is lowest. 

The most grievious fact of American econ
omy for the past several generations is that 
large areas of the Nation have had an aver
age per capita income of barely one-half that 
of industrial areas where wealth has been 
produced almost exclusively by machine mass 
production. This unbalanced condition in 
which southern States have lived on a mere 
subsistence basis, depleting much of their 
soils, timber, and other resources, drew the 
comment of the late President Roosevelt that 
"the South is the Nation's No. 1 economic 
problem," 

Conditions in agricultural sections are bet
ter today, but it will take a long time to 
catch up. 

The South now is definitely on the advance 
industrially. The war converted industry to 
armament-making, and in the postwar re
conversion the chance to establish industrial 
plants in new locations has been the result. 
One major moving factor has been the op
portunity of agricultural sections to build 
up cash resources and capital. 

Congratulations to all who had a part in 
the fight for equalization of freight rates. 
This will be of incalculable benefit in the 
South's industrial advance. 

SALARIES OF SCHOOL TEACHERS OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ·. The 
bill (S. 564) to provide for the perform
ance of the duties of the Office of Presi .. 
dent in case of the removal, resignation, 
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Dr inability both of the President and 
Vice President, is the unfinished 
business. 

Mr. CAIN obtained the floor. 
Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Washington yield to 
me for the purpose of suggesting the 
absence of a quorum, or does he prefer 
to proceed? ' 

Mr. CAIN. I think it might be well 
to have a quorum. 

Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushfield 
Butler 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Chavez 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 
Green 

Gurney 
Hatch 
Hawkes 
Hayden 
Hickanlooper 
Hoey 
Ho1land 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Kern 
Kilgore .. 
Knowland · 
Langer 
Lodgl:l 
McCarran 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
MCFarland 
McGrath 
McKellar 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
Malone 
Martin 
May bank 
Millikin 
Moore 

Morse 
Murray 
Myers 
O'Conor 
O'Daniel 
O'M~honey 
Overton 
Pepper 
Reed 
Revercomb 
Robertson, Va. 
Robertson, Wyo. 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Taft 
Taylor 
Thye 
Tydings 
Umstead 
Vandenberg 
Watkins 
Wherry 
White 
Wiley 
W1lliams 
Wilson 
Young 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] 
is . absent because of illness. 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ToBEY] is necessarily absent because of 
illness in his family. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I announce that the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL], the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. LucAs], and 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
STEWART] are absent on public business. 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
THOMAS] is absent by leave·of the Senate. 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS] 
is absent by leave of the Senate, having 
been appointed a delegate to the Inter
national Labor Conference at Geneva, 
Switzerland. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
WAGNER] is necess.arily absent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Eighty-seven Senators having answered 
to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the unfinished busi
ness be temporarily laid aside and that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of House bill 3611, the bill affecting 
school teachers in the District of Co
lumbia. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen
ator from Washington that the unfin
ished business be temporarily laid aside 
and that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of the House bill, H. R. 3611? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill <H. R. 
3611) to fix and regulate the salaries of 

teachers, school officers, and other em
ployees of the Board of Education of the 
District of Columbia, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk two committee perfecting 
amendments and ask for their consid
eration. 

,The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from washington offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will state. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 30, line 4, 
after ''SEc. 21", it is proposed to insert 
"(a)", and on page 30, between lines 10 
and 11, it is proposed to insert the fol
lowing subsection: 

(b) After the effective date of this act, 
the act entitled "An act for the retirement· 
of the public school teachers in the District 
of ColUmia," approved August 7, 1946, shall 

, apply to employees of the Board of Educa
tion whose salaries are fixed by this act, and 
all references in said act to the District of 
Columbia Teachers' Salary Act of 1945, as 
amended, shall be interpreted to apply to this 
act. Nothing in this subsection shall require 
the recomputation of the annuity of any 
person retired under the act of August 7, 
1946, prior to the effective date of this act, 
or of any person retired prior to the effective 

- date of the act of August 7, 1946, whose 
annuity is computed in accordance with the 
provisions of that act. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will not the Senator ex
plain what the amendment would ac
complisfi? 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. Presidznt, some of the . 
persons to be covered by the provisions of 
House bill 3611 appeared during the 
course of the committee's deliberations 
and expressed a feeling that some of their 
annuity and retirement and tenure rights 
might be held in jeopardy because of the 
provisions of the bill. The amendment 
is merely a clarifying amendment, which 
goes back to the basic law of 1906. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
submitted by the Senator from Wash
ington on behalf of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I send an

other amendment to the desk and ask 
to have it stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 23, line 6, 
it is proposed to strike out the word 
"sick," after the word '''cumulative", and 
on page 29, line 7, after the word "pay", 
to insert "because of personal illness, the 
presence of contagious disease, death in 
the home, or pressing emergency." 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
submitted by the Senator from Washing
ton on behalf of the committee. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Washington explain 
the amendment? 

Mr. CAIN. Indeed, sir. For a number 
of years, sick-leave benefits have been 
provided to employees in the attendance 
officers' section. The employee could 
avail himself of sick leave only if he was 
actually sick. As a result of full discus
sion, not only with the employees af
fected, but with the school administra
tion and the school board, it was thqught 

wise and proper to liberalize the restric
tions presently found in the sick-leave 
provision so as to permit a teacher to 
be absent, at home, because of death in 
the family, ·serious illness of children, or 
other pressing emergency; a determina
tion of the emergency to be made by the 
school administration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Washington 
on behalf of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, House bill 

3611 does more than provide needed 
salary increases for the teachers, school 
ofiicers, and other employees of the 
Board of Education of the District of 
Columbia. Its provisions, if adopted, 
will result in an improved school system. 
The bill recognizes and includes the pro
gressive improvements developed within 
recent years by the foremost school sys
tems of America. 

H. R. 3611 is not the result of the 
thinking and work of any single indi
vidual. It was designed through the joint 
efforts and collective study by the Dis
trict of Columbia fiscal subcommittees 
of the Senate and House of Represent!'a. 
tives, the Washington, D. C., School Su
perintendent and his staff, the Board of 
Education, representatives of teachers' 
organizations, and the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia. It is worthy 
of note that H. R. 3611 was not submitted 
for approval to the District of Columbia 
committees of the Senate and House of 
Representatives until its substance and 
details had been approved by the pre
viously mentioned groups of codesigners. 
In their opinion, H. R. 3611 is an instru
ment which will advance the cause of 
modern education in the District of Co
lumbia. 

H. R. 3611 is possessed of both a phi
losophy and a tangible purpose. Under
lying its five titles is an acknowledge
ment that the sole aim of the school 
system of the District of Columbia must 
be, and is, to provide the best possible 
education for children of the community. 
Every plan and every action of the Board 
of Education must be construed and 
thought of in the light of the resulting 
benefit to pupils and students. 

The primary purpose of H. R. 3611 is 
to attract and hold teachers who are 
qualified and who want to instruct the 
youth of today, who are to become the 
citizens of tomorrow. If children are to 
be well educated, it is obviously essential 
that high morale and a reasonable sense 
of security prevail among educational 
officers and teachers. The pay bill before 
us provides teaching incomes which, 
without being extravagant, are h~gh 
enough to make the District of Columbia. 
teaching profession attracting and at
tractive. 
' H. R. 3611 accomplishes five major 
objectives: 

First. The bill puts into effect the prin
ciple of the single salary schedule, which 
is that equal salary recognition will be 
given at all teaching levels for equal 
preparation. Every progressive school 
system in · America recognizes this prin
ciple today. H. R. 3611 provides salary . 
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recognition for the master•s degree at the 
elementary school level as previous con
gressional legislation has -provided such 
salary recognition for the same degree 
at the junior and high school levels. 

Second. The bill provides for making 
permanent the $450 temporary salary in
crease which was granted by the Congress 
for 1946-47 only, and for an additional 
annual salary increase of $150. This 
will grant an increase in salary to all 
teachers in the system except for a group 
of slightly less than 1 percent of the total 
of teachers who number approximately 
3,600. Teachers in this small group are 
already above the maximums of the 
classes to which they would be assigned 
under the bill. The recommended 1947-
48 salary increase of $150 will cost 
$770,000. -

Third. The bill establishes a · salary 
range of $2,500 to $4,000 for teachers 
without masters' degrees and of $3,000 to 
$4,500 for teachers who possess masters' 
degrees. The present minimum teaching 
salary is $2,350; the maximum is cur
rently $4,150. It is thought that the rec
ommended salary ranges will induce cap
able young teachers to enter the teaching 
profession and to encourage those already 
in to remain. These salary ranges are 
properly in line with the upward trend 
throughout the Nation, though they are 
substantially below the highest compar
able salaries being paid in some other 
large American cities. In addition, the 
bill establishes comparable increases in 
salary ranges for administrative person
nel who worked on a 12-month basis. 

Fourth. The bill provides for a pro
gram of in-service training to be estab
lished under regulations to be formu
lated by the Board of Education for 
teachers, school officers. and other em
ployees in order to insure professional 
growth among these persons. The pro
gram will serve also as a means and 
standard for determining eligibility for 
additional salary increments at 5-year 
periods. This provision will make as 
certain as can be made certain that the 
teachers and employees within the sys
tem will keep pace with progress. 

Fifth. The bill recognizes that the 
practices of the Board of Education to 
accomplish promotions to what has been 
known as the superior rating group are 
eliminated by the intended in-service 
training program. This change which 
wilr be readily endorsed and approved 
by most of the teachers, as it is by the 
Board of Education, will also materially 
simplify the whole salary schedule 
structure. 

Mr. President, the many authors of 
H. R. 3611 feel little pride of authorship. 
They simply feel privileged in having 
had an opportunity to work toward im
provements for their school system; out 
of which will come young graduates who 
are trained and ready and anxious to · 
take their places in higher institutions 
of learning or in the outside world. A 
year ago the Congress directed the Board 
of Education to study its needs and 
problems. This examination was un
dertaken by conscientious and unselfish 
people. To my mind they did a compe
tent job. Not all of their suggestions 
were accepted by the proper committees 

of the Congress and the District Com
missioners but the excellence and im
perative requirements of their recom
mended program are covered by the 
provisions of H. R. 3611. To pass the 
bill is to help in creating a school system 
to which any Member of the Senate 
could well afford to send his son or 
daughter. That is a very high compli
ment indeed. The junior Senator from 
Washington hopes that the bill will pass 
without material changes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, on behalf of myself, the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CAPPER], the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER], 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND]. 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
McGRATH], the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN], and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. UMSTEAD], I offer 
an amendment which I ask to have 
stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 10, line 
21, after the numerals ''1946" and the 
period, it is proposed to insert the fol
lowing: 

Any teacher, school officer, or other em
ployee who, on June 30, 1947, under the 
District of Columbia Teachers' Salary Act 
of 1945, as amended, was in group C or D 
of class 2, group A or B of class 3, group 
A or B of class 4, group C or D of class 5, 
group C or D' of class 6, group A or B of 
clas:;o 7, group A or B of class 8, or in any 
one of classes 9 to 30, inclusive, irrespective 
of whether such teacher, school officer, or 
other employee possesses a master's degree, 
may receive the annual increases provided 
for in this act until the maximum salary of 
his class 1s reached. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the Senator from South Carolina, for 
himself and other Senators. 

Mr. JOHNSTON · of ·south Carolina. 
Mr. President, there are in the District 
of Columbia school system 196 school 
teachers who have been employed since 
1933, whom the Board of Education has 
recognized as having the equivalent of 
a master's degree, although in fact they 
do not have a master's de.gree. The 
Board of Education has considered them 
to be in the same category with teachers 
possessing a master's degree. The Board 
of Education at the present time feels 
that it would not be treating those 
teachers fairly if at this time we were 
to say to them, after the Board had, 
during all this period, considered them 
as having the equivalent of a master's 
degree, some of the teachers having 
been with the system as long .as 14 
years, "You shall no longer be consid
ered as having the equivalent of a 
master's degree." 

This amendment will cost only a few 
thousand dollars, but it will probably 
amount to a great deal to the teachers 
as they retire in the future. It will not 
give them all of the increase at one time. 
but will allow them to take advantage 
of the increase gradually until they 
reach the maximum of $4,500. If we 
want to say to those teachers, "Yes; we 
employed you, and have employed you 

year after year, and have considered 
you as possessing the equivalent of a 
master's degree, but now we are going 
to 'block you out," that is what the bill 
would do. The majority of the com
mittee, having sponsored this amend
ment, feel that it would do nothing but 
justice to those teachers to give them 
what the Board of Education has ac
corded them in the past. The amend
ment would have no effect on teachers 
to be employed in the future. !t would 
have no effect on the standardization of 
the school system. As these particular 
teachers retire and new teachers are 
employed, there will be in the law the 
requirement of a master's degree. How
ever. we feel that these particular 
teachers should enjoy the same privi- -
lege which they have enjoyed in ' the 
past. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator from South 
Carolina several questions. 

First, is the Senator satisfied in his 
own mind that he and other Senators 
who joined with him in sponsqring this 
amendment hav~ not merely read the 
amendment, but have studied it and 
know precisely, beyond question of 
doubt, what the amendment would do 
if translated into law? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I think we all understand what it would 
do. The object is to take care of 196 
teachers. Is not that what the Senator 
understands? 

Mr. CAIN. I was directing the ques
tion to the Senator as to what the 
amendment would do if it were to be
.come law. The Senator says it would 
take care of 196 teachers. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Only 196. That is the information which 
I have received from the ·superintend
ent of Education. The amendment was 
prepared at his direction and sugges
tion, and I joined in sponsoring it. 

Mr. CAIN. The second question is: Do 
I correctly understand the Senator to 
say . that the Board of Education ap
proves his approach to this problem 
through the amendment? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina., 
The Board of Education submitted the 
suggested amendment. 

Mr. CAIN. If I may offer a sugges
tion, the Board of Education submitted 
it at the request of the Senator from 
South Carolina, did they not? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The Senator may recall that when the 
Superintendent was before the commit
tee he stated that the amendment would 
be nothing ·but right and just. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, this is not 
an easy problem. If I may have the per
mission of the Senator from South Caro
lina, I should like to define as best I can 
the difference between a single-salary 
schedule, which we are endeavoring to 
devise for the teachers of this commu
nity, and the procedures which the 
school system has followed in the past. 

Today there is a requirement for a 
master's degree if a teacher is to be en
gaged to teach in the senior-high schools. 
There is no such provision with relation 
to the' junior.: high schools, or the elemen-· 
tary schools. 'The single-salary schedule 
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merely provides that teachers shall re
ceive equal pay for equal preparation, re
gardless of where the teaching is done, 
whether in the elementary schools, the 
junior-high schools, or the senior-high 
schools. 

When the hearings on the teachers' 
pay bill were begun several months ago 
it was early determined that the school 
system wanted, above all else, a single
salary schedule to cover all its teachers. 
Members of the committees of both the 
Senate and House agreed, without argu
ment, and almost without discussion, 
because we know what the progressive 
teaching and school trends are. We 
said, "We shall endeavor to give you what 
you request, a single-salary schedule. 
How are we going to do it?" The sim
plicity of the schedt1le was ma'de clear 
to us. It was proposed to provide a 
minimum level and a maximum level for 
those who were possessed of master's de
grees, regardless of the divisions in which 
the teachers might be teaching. We 
have laid down a dollar minimum and 
maximum for holders of masters' de
grees, of $3,000 to begin with, going to 
a maximum of $4,500. That is the upper 
side of the single-salary schedule. 

We have lil{ewise agreed upon mini
mum and maximum salary levels for 
those within the system, in the senior 
high schools, junior high schools, or ele
mentary schools, who are not possessed 
of master's degrees. We attempt to 
begin with a minimum of $2,500 and a 
maximum of $4,000. The difference, 

· therefore, at all levels is $500. This is 
what the school system desires more 
than any other single feature to ·race its 
immediate and long-range future. 

When we undertook to go from the 
system under which we had been work
ing to a single-salary schedule we found 
certain obstacles. We found that in 1908 
there had been established within the 
school system of the District of Columbia 
what was known as a superior-group 
classification. The school superintendent 
and his staff had authority under the 
Enabling Act of 1908-if I do not state 
it correctly the Senator from South Car
olina can check me-to place within the 
superior group classification as many as 
10 percent of the total number of teach
ers upon any level within the system. 

That classification was designed, in a 
sense, to provide the very incentive which 
we hope to provide more properly in the 
years which lie ahead'. Within the su
penor-group classification we find cer
tain of the teachers to whom the Sena
tor from South Carolina has referred. 
We do not find within that group 196 
teachers, which was the number men
tioned by the Senator from South Caro
lina. At one of our hearings Dr. Corn
ing, of the school system, had given us 
the figure of 196 within the superior
group classification. I have since had 
that figure checked. I have a memoran
dum from Dr. Corning's office which 
states that the figure of 196 given by Dr. 
Corning at the hearing on May 28 in
cluded officers and instructoTs in teach
ers' colleges who do not enter the pic
ture. At the present time there are 118 
in the superior-classification group who 
have r:.ot reached their maximum and 27 
who have reached their maximum, or a 

total of 145 in all, who do not possess 
master's degrees, but find themselves 
within the superior-classification group. 

Mr. President, examinations are given 
each year to permit persons without 
master's degrees to go into this superior 
classification. If they pass the exami
nations and are accepted, then, with five 
annual increments of $100 each, in 5 
years there has existed a differential of 
$500 .between the superior-group classi
fication salary rating and those who are 
not within that group. In ·the past, ·Mr. 
President, up until this moment, there 
has been a salary level, maximum-wise, 
of $4,150. Within the superior-group 
classification there are 27 teachers, who 
do not possess masters' degrees, who have 
already reached what has been the max
imum for the highest paid teachers in 
this c-ommunity. They have gone to 
$4,150. They are in the superior-group 
classification. They do not possess a 
master's degree. It is our intentien and 
has been our recommendation that be
cause we are providing what ought to be 
provided, namely, a single-salary sched
ule, there is, from the point of view of 
many who worked on this problem, no 
justifiable reason for making an excep
tion in the case of those 27 teachers who 
have already reached the maximum. It 
has been our contention that they have 
within themselves the ability, the will
ingness, and the energy, in the interest 
of improving the school system, to secure 
a master's degree, as it can be secured 
by any excellent teacher any time, any- · 
where. It is our intention that they re
tain a dollar preferential of $150, as the 
Senator from South Carolina knows, 
over what we have laid down as the 
maximum level beyond which a non
master's degree holder should not go. 

On the other side of the same picture 
referred to by the Senator from South 
Carolina, there are 118 now master's de
gree teachers presently within the 
superior-group classification, whose 
present annual incomes are below the 
maximum of $4,000 recommended for a 
nonmaster's degree holder. These are 
admittedly fine teachers. It is our in
tention and has been our very serious 
recommendation that those 118 teachers 
should be permitted, ·obviously, to go to 
the top of a new classification which is 
being established as the result, so to 
speak, of a "surgicai operation." They 
are not being restrained from getting the 
$150 raise which is recommended in the 
bill. They are not precluded from get
ting their increments, so long as their 
increments and- their raises do not at 
this time exceed $4,000. 

From our point of view we should be 
doing an injustice to the system if, hav
ing granted what can be secured only 
through a major operation, we should 
make concessions in addition to the en
largements and the improvements which 
we have provided. I personally have a 
measure of sympathy for the proposi
tion maintained by the Senator from 
South Carolina, but because the persons 
within the superior-group classification, 
if they have been alert-and I take it we 
all agree they have-have known beyond 
question that if the school system was 
to be improved a single salary schedule 
sooner or later had to come. They have 

had at least the opportunity, the time, 
the right, and certainly the brains, to 

' have equipped themselves for this de
velopment, not from what has been an 
archaic system, for it has been in keep
ing with the times, but of a better system 
for which they could have prepared 
themselves. 

One hundred and forty-five school 
teachers are involved in the only single 
controversy between the Senator from 
South Carolina and the junior Senator 
from Washington. Of the 145 we main
tain that those who have already reached 
the maximum should not be granted an 
increase through increments totaling 
$500 to bring them to the level attained 
by those holding master's degrees. 

I wonder if the Senator from South 
Carolina will respond to my approach to 
this problem. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I agree with the Senator 
from Washington that the bill is an ex
cellent piece of work. ·The only objec
tion I have to it is in reference to one 
item--

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield to the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
have to leave the Senate fioor, but I 
want to say in connection with what the 
Senator from Washington has said and 
what the Senator from ~outh Carolina 
has said that I think it is a matter of 
good faith that we should accord these 
teachers the same treatment that we are 
giving others who actually hold a mas
ter's degree. In saying that I certainly 
do not want to be understood as being 
at all critical 'of the Senator from Wash
ington and· the excellent work that he 
and his subcommittee did in preparing 
this bill and bringing it before the Sen
ate. But the situation, as I understand 
it, is this: Back through the years these 
teachers have been hired. If I under
stand correctly, the Board of Education 
started the policy about 1932 of em
ploying teachers, with the understanding 
that if they remained in a certain job 
for so many years-10 years, I think it 
was-they would be given a rating which 
would be the equivalent to that of teach
ers holding a master's degree. Those 
teachers were employed under that con
dition. I believe it wou!d be a breach of 
faith now to say, "Even though you were 
hired under this condition we are now 
going to change it. We are giving to 
those who actually hold masters' degrees 
the opportunity of working up to the 
level of $~.500 a year, as maximum pa,y, 
but we are depriving you of that privi
lege, even though we have said that by 
your 10 years of work in a particular 
position you would be regarded as hav
ing the equivalent of a master's degree." 
I certainly believe that the Senate does 
not want to breach the condition which 
was made to them when they were 
employed. For that reason, Mr. Presi
dent, I am heartily in favor of the 
amendment which has been offered by 
the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, the amendment does not 
weaken the system at all. It has noth
ing to do with future employment of 
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those who may have a master's degree; 
it has to do only with those who have 
been hired with a certain condition in 
their contract. 

Mr. CAIN. If the Senator will yield, 
we are not taking any rights away from 
this very limited number of teachers. 
We are changing an act which has pre
viously been on the books and for which 
a good case could be made. If the Sen
ator will understand that our position is 
that we are, in a very concrete way, 
changing the very foundations of the 
system which has previously prevailed 
within this community, I think he can 
only draw the conclusion that the teach
ers who have been without master's de
grees in the past have been very well 
taken care of. They remain in a pre
ferred position, if you please, because of 
the preference granted in the past and 
because of their mental attainments. 
Some of them may wish a master's de
gree, which can be obtained without very 
much trouble. It has been said that. a 
good many teachers are in opposition to 
our insistence in endeavoring to put this 
bill through as it reads; but I do not 
think that is true. I have talked to as 
many school teachers as cared to see me 
during the past 3 or 4 weeks. I have 
been able, I think, to convince some of 
them that what we were doing for their 
ultimate and the complete good certainly 

- justified their willingness to go along with 
the program, and a good many of them 
have done so. 

I wish to· say in all seriousness that I 
have constantly conferred and recon
ferred with the Board of Education and 
with the Superintendent of Schools and 
his staff, and I am of the very sincere 
opinion that the-y would prefer, for a rea
son which I have yet to mention, among 
other reasons, that this bill be passed 
by the Senate as recommended by those 
of us who have sponsored it. 

I have a basic question to direct to the 
Senator from South Carolina. I know 
he feels that his amendment will do 
exactly what he wishes to have done, 
namely, provide an additional salary in
crease to only those nonmaster degree 
persons, regardless of their number, who 
previously have been benefiting from sal
ary ranges paid to holders of a master's 
degree. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is the only purpose I have. 

Mr. CAIN. Much as I oppose the prin
ciple of the Senator's amendment, which 
is completely apart from this contention, 
I wish to say that, for two reasons, the 
Senator's amendment cannot possibly 
accomplish his intention. · 

If the Senator from South Carolina 
and the junior Senator from Washington 
could get closer together in the Cham
ber, it would serve our joint purpose. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I wonder whether the Senator would 
agree to have a vote taken on this matter 
at 2:30. Several Senators have to leave 
the Chamber to go to a conference meet
ing, and thereafter they wm return; but 
they wish to be in the Chamber when the 
vote is taken. So I suggest that the vote 
be taken at 2:30, so that those Senators 
may be present when the vote is taken. 
I also suggest that we decide upon that 
now, so that the Senators to whom I 

have referred will know when to return 
to the Chamber. That is my only reason 
for making the request. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CAIN. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. Let me suggest that 

such an arrangement would rather com
plicate the procedure. By unanimous 
consent, the measure now under consid
eration has been taken up, temporarily 
supplanting the succession bill. If the 
Senate wishes to proceed with the 
teacher's bill at this time, that will be 
perfectly agreeable; but if for any rea
son the Members of the Senate feel that 
they should wait until 2:30 before voting 
on the teacher's bill, such a procedure 
would involve having the Senate return 
to the consideration of the other legis
lation, and that would involve unani
mous-consent agreements. 

So I suggest to the distinguished Sen
ator from South Carolina and the dis
tinguished Senator from Washington 
that if they come to an agreement that 
the debate should continue, then let it 
proceed; but the Senate should conclude 
action on this proposed legislation, if 
possible, before returning to the measure 
which temporarily has been laid aside. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
was making the request only for the 
convenience of the Senators who have 
to leave the Chamber at this time. 

Mr. WHERRY. I understand. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 

do not make the request for my con
venience, for - I shall remain in the 
Chamber. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I think that 
in the next few minutes it will be pos
sible to satisfy, in a sense, both the Sen
ator from South Carolina and C'ther 
Senators. I regard as very important 
the Senator's belief that his amendment 
will result in providing continued addi
tional compensation for the 145 teachers 
who previously have been in a superior 
group classification. I call the Senator's 
attention to what appears to be an un
deniable fact, on advice of the very best 
counsel we can obtain, namely, that as a 
result of the Senator's rearrangements 
of the classifications, the result has 
been-although obviously it is completely 
unintentional-that instead of covering 
the 145 teachers who the Senator thinks 
should be covered, and who I think 
should not be covered, the Senator's 
amendment would, in fact, as a study 
discloses to be the case, cover 311, many 
of whom have never been within the 
purview and consideration of our com
mittee. 

In the second place, the amendment 
of the Senator from South Carolina 
would do something crippling to the pur
pose which he has in mind. It is difficult 
to explain this matter, .but I shall try. 
within the superior group classification 
there presently are 118 teachers without 
master's degrees who are receiving less · 
than the recommended $4,000 for non
master's degree teachers. It is possible 
that some of those teachers teach in the 
senior high schools, although that is not 
likely, because for the most part in the 
high schools the teachers have the equiv
alent of .a master's degree. It ~is more 
like!~ that those teachers teach In the 

junior high schools and in the elementary 
schools. The Senator's amendment, if 
adopted, would destroy something which 
all of us want destroyed; namely, 
the superior-group classification. That 
would mean that .after that group had 
been dissolved the teachers would go back 
to their own A, B, C classifications, what
ever they might be, and 81 of them would 
go back to divisions within the school 
system which do not presently require
nor is it contemplated that they will re
quire-a master's degree as a requirement 
at entrance. Therefore, the amendment 
of the Senator from South Carolina 
would accomplish only a part of his p:Ir
pose, and were the Senator's original 
intention to prevail, through this amend
ment, he would be causing a loss of pref
erence to 81 of the 118 teachers whom 
the Senator from South Carolina seeks to 
assist. 

Therefore, from my point of view, if 
I am correct-and I can only say to the 
Senator from South Carolina in good 
faith that I am completely satisfied that 
I am correct-the Senator from South 
Carolina would not want his amendment 
to be adopted. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, in reply to the Senator 
from Washington, let me say that the 
attorney for the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia and also the members 
of the committee who drew up the 
amendment understood that it would 
cover only 196 teachers-the original 
number. Of course, that number has 
been changed since that time. But that 
would be the coverage of the amendment, 
so far as we understand. 

Mr. CAIN. I am afraid they are mis
taken because in my interest in deter
mining exactly where we were going, and 
why, and in what fashion, I have found 
that those attorneys, among others, have 
ascertained that it is legally necessary to 
subscribe to the position which I have 
just advanced in the discussion with the 
S~nator from South Caro~ina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I should like to repeat that 
this amendment was drawn at the sug
gestion of the Superintendent of Schools, 
Dr. Corning, and ·I point out that he ' 
marked on the bill what should be 
amended, stating that such amendments 
would care for the situation. He hlmself 
went through the bill and suggested these 
amendments. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, as a result 
of this debate, I have two points to main
tain. The first is that the s~nator's 
amendment is not justifiable, in my opin
ion, in view of the fact that we are mov
ing into a single-salary schedule. I think 
I have in support of my contention the 
Board of Education, the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia, and the 
Superintendent of Schools and his staff 
in considering the greatest good for the 
greatest number. 

It should likewise be realized that the 
bill has already been passed by the House, 
which took affirmative action on it as it 
is now before the Senate, with the excep
tion of two perfecting amendments which 
have been agreed to. As a result, if the 
amendments proposed by the Senator 
from South Carolina were now added to 
the bill, it would be necessary to have a 
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conference with the House, and in the 
conference the bill as thus amended 
would encounter considerable difficulty. 
Both the Senator from South Carolina 
and I realize that the end of June is fast 
approaching; and, of course, if consider
able difficult were encountered in -con
ference, the result might be that no legis
lation at all on this subject would be en
acted. So I would resist the amendment 
for that reason, if for no other. 

Moreover, in my opinion the amend
ment is not technically correct. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, we do not disagree with 
the bill as a whole, but we feel this 
amendment should be agreed to for the 
good of the teachers involved. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment proposed by the Senator from 
South Carolina for himself and other 
Senators. [Putting the question.] The 
"noes" appear to have it. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
ask for a· division. 

On a division, the amendment was re
jected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from South Carolina wish to 
present his other amendment? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, it is not necessary to pre
sent the other amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill is still open to amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be pre
sented, the question is on th,e engross
ment of the amendments and the third 
reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill <H. R. 3611) was read the third 
time and passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, Senate bill 1346 will be 
indefinitely postponed. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I move that 
the Senate insist on its amendments and 
ask for a conference with the House 
thereon, and that the Chair appoint the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
President pro tempore appointed Mr. 
CAIN, Mr. FLANDERS, and Mr. McGRATH 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

PRESIDENTIAL SUCCESSION 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 564) to provide for the per
formance of the duties of the office of 
President, in case of the removal, resig
nation, or inability both of the President 
and Vice President. 

Mr. WHERRY obtained the floor. 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield that I may suggest the ab
serlce of a quorum? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. TAF'!'. I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, 

and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 

Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushflelct 

Butler 
By,rd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Cap pet 

Chavez 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 
Green 
Gurney 
Hatch 
Hawkes 
Hayden 
Hicl{enlooper 
Hoey 
Holland 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnson, Colo. 

Johnston, S. C. O'Mahoney 
Kem Overton 
Kilgore Pepper 
Knowland Reed 
Langer Revercomb 
Lodge Robertson, Va. 
McCarran Robertson, Wyo. 
McCarthy Russell 
McClellan Saltonstall 
McFarland Smith 
McGrath Sparkman 
McKellar Taft 
McMahon Taylor 
Magnuson Thye 
Malone Tydings 
Martin Umstead 
Maybank Vandenberg 
Millikin Watkins 
Moore Wherry 
Morse White 
Murray Wiley 
Myers Williams 
O'Conor Wilson 
O'Daniel Young 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Elghty-seven Senators having answered 
to their names, a quorum is present. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
having proceeded to reconsider the bill 
<H. R. 3020) to amend the National La
bor Relations Act, to provide additional 
facilities for the mediation of labor dis
putes effecting commerce, to equalize le
gal responsibilities of labor organizations 
and employers, and for other purposes, 
returned by the President of the United 
States with his objections, to the House 
of Representatives, in which it origi
nated, it was-

Resolved,. That the said bill pass, two
thirds of the House of Representatives agree
ing to pass the same. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill <S. 12i$0) to amend section 
2 (a) of the National Housing Act, as 
amended, and it was signed by the Presi
dent pro tempore. 

REVENUE FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the unfinished busi
ness be laid aside temporarily, and that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of House bill 3737, which is the revenue 
bill for the District of Columbia for the 
year 1948. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen
ator from Washington that the unfin
ished business be temporarily laid aside, 
and that the Senate proceed to a consid
eration of House bill 3737? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I may say that, as 
I understand the parliamentary situa
tion, the so-called succession bill is the 
unfinished business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. WHERRY. If consent is granted 
the junior Senator from Washington, 
it is, as I understand, only for the pur
pose of considering the revenue bill for 
the District of Columbia for 1948, and 
with the understanding that when the 
House bill 3737 is disposed of, the Senate 
will revert to the unfinished business, 
namely, the succession bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Not 
only that, but the Senator may call for 
the regular order at any time he pleases. 
Is there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Washington? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill <H. R. 
3737), to provide revenue for the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes, 
which had been reported from the com
mittee on the District of Columbia, with 
amendments. . 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will proceed to state the commit
tee amendments. 

The first amendment of the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia was, on 
page 11, line 9, to strike out: 

(s) The word "resident" means every indi
vidual domiciled within the District on the 
last day of the taxable year, and every other 
individual who maintains a place of abode 
within the District for more than 7 months 
of the t axable year, whether domiciled in 
the District or not. The word "resident" 
shall not ·include any elective officer of the 
Government of the United States or em
ployees of the United Stat es Government, nor 
shall it include any officer of the executive 
branch of such Government whose appoint
ment to the office held by him was by the 
President of the United States and subject 
to confirmation by the Senate of the United 
St ates and whose tenure of office is at the 
pleasure of the President of the United States. 
For the purposes of this act the domicile of 
such officer or employee shall be in the State 
in which he expressly declares to be the 
State of his domicile: Provi ded, That he shall 
have acquired a domicile in such State under 
the laws of such State prior to the beginning 
of the annual period for which the tax is 
claimed. Such declaration must be made in 
writing, under oath, to the Assessor and the 
time for filin g such declaration shall not 
expire until 60 days after written demand 
shall have been received by such officer or 
employee. 

And insert: 
(s) The word "resident" means every indi

vidual domiciled within the District on the 
last day of the taxable year, and every other 
individual who maintains a place of abode 
within the District for. more than 7 months 
of the taxable year, whether domiciled in 
the District or not. The wcrd "resident" 
shall not include any elective officer of the 
Government of the United States or any offi
cer of the executive branch of such Govern
ment whose appointment to the office held 
by him was by the President of the United 
States and subject to confirmation by the 
Senate of the United States and whose ten
ure of office is at the pleasure of the Presi
dent of the United States, unless such officers 
are domiciled within the District on the last 
day of the t axable year. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the first com
mittee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 20, 

line 21, after the word "including", to 
strike out "$2,000" and insert "$3,000." 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I am satisfied that many 
Senators are interested in this measure. 
I think a larger number of Senators 
should be present to hear the debate. 
I therefore suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Carolina suggests 
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the absence of a quorum. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushfleld 
Butler 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Chavez 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Don nell 
Downey 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 
Green 

Gurney Morse 
Hat ch Murray 
Hawkes Myers 
Hayden O'Conor 
Hlck~nlooper O'Danlel 
Hoey - O'Mahoney 
Holland Overton 
Ives Pepper 
Jen ner Reed 
Johnson, Colo. Revercomb 
Johnston, S. C. Robert son, Va. 
Kern Robertson, Wyo. 
Kilgore Russell 
Knowland Saltonstall 
Langer Smith 
Lodge Sparkman 
McCarra.n - Taft 
McCarthy Taylor 
McClellan Thye 
McFarland Tydings 
McGrat h Umstead 
McKellar Vandenberg 
McMahon - Watkins 
Magnuson Wherry 
Malone White 
Martin Wiley 
Maybank Williaml 
Millikin Wilson 
Moore Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. IVES 
in the chair). Eighty-seven Senators 
having answered to their names, a quo
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
second committee amendment, which 
will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 20, 
line 21, after the word "including", it is 
proposed to strike out "$2,000" and insert 
in lieu thereof "$3,000." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

Mr. President, I think the. bill should be 
thoroughly explained. This is a tax 
measure for the District of Columbia. I 
think we should know what is in the bill 
before we pass it. I should like to have 
it explained in detail. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from South Carolina desire the 
fioor? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
think the junior Senator from Washing
ton [Mr. CAIN] has the fioor. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I inquire if 
the junior Senator from Washington has 
the fioor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands that the junior Sena
tor from Washington has the fioor. 

Mr. CAIN. I may say to the Senator 
from South Car6lina that it is our in
tention at this t ime thoroughly to ex
plore these figures. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is the reason I raised the question. 
Before we go forward with any amend
ments, I think we should have an expla
nation of the bill, and an understanding 
of how the amendments affect the bill. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I wonder if 
Senators who are present could see fit to 

· accommodate their thirst for knowledge 
to my willingness to provide as much as 
I can by taking seats immediately in 
front of the charts which have been pre
pared and placed on easels on the Senate 

fioor. The charts attempt to prove the 
need for additional revenue, and to show 
what members of a joint committee 
which designed the program think are 
reasonable figures. 

About 4 months ago a joint subcom
mittee of both Senate and House was 
presented with the President's budget, a 
part of which covered the needs of the 
District of Columbia for the year 1947-48. 
That budget indicates a deficit of ap
proximately $17,000,000. 

The Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia proposed to the joint commit
tee a tax-revenue program which con
sisted in large part of the figures which 
appear on the first chart, covering 
sources of revenue which had not previ
ously been tapped within the District of 
Columbia. I have placed the figures on 
this chart mainly to indicate that the 
committees which were charged with the 
responsibility of balancing the District of 
Columbia budget were not interested in 
merely recommending taxes for the sake 
of new taxes. As I present the recom
mended program, it will be noted that it 
does not include a majority of the taxes 
recommended by the Commissioners. 

It was suggested by the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbi&. that we 
could best accommodate their need 
for additional revenue in 1948 by so 
increasing the income-tax coverage 
within the District that $2,250,000 addi
tional would be raised. 

It was proposed that the Congress im
pose upon the citizens of the District 
of Columbia a sales tax at the rate of 
2 percent, which, in the opinion of the 
Commissioners, would raise as much as 
$9,000,000. 

It was further suggested that unin
corporated businesses, which have pre
viously been exempt from taxation, be 
subjected to taxation, to rafse an addi
tional $900,000. 

It was further suggested that the pre
vailing taxes on alcoholic beverages pow 
being sold and dispensed within the 
District of Columbia be so increased as 
to benefit the District treasury to the 
extent of $2,800,000 additional. 

It was further suggested that it might 
be advisable to place a tax on public
utility bills, the bills which the average 
housewife receives at least once a month, 
which tax would produce additional rev
enue approximating $1,000,000. 

It was further suggested that a tax 
be imposed upon every package of 
cigarettes to be sold, dispensed, or given 
away within the District of Columbia, 
which would produce an aggregate tax 
revenue of $800,000. 

An amusement tax was suggested 
which would be approximately twice the 
present tax. It was the expectation of 
the Commissioners that such a tax would 
produce an additional $~.000,000 of reve
nue. 

The total amount of revenue to be 
produced would be approximately $17,-
000,000, to balance what was considered 
to be the deficit. 

There was an obligation on the two 
subcommittees of the District of Colum
bia Committees of the Senate and House 
not to readily, carelessly, or thought
lessly accept any suggestions which 
would .further add to the tax liabilities 
of residents of the District of Columbia. 

We held rather exhaustive hearings. 
Certainly they were long drawn out. 

In that connection I should like to 
pay my personal respects to the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] and the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Mc
GRATH], who are jointly responsible 
with me for the introduction of this 
measure. I congratulate them because 
of their willingness to work upon an 
interesting but troublesome and rather 
difficult problem. 

At the same time I should like to pay 
my respects to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, Representative GEORGE 
J. BATE-s, chairman of the House sub
committee, and his several confereres, 
who worked very hard on behalf of a 
community in which they themselves 
had no particular interest, because their 
domiciles are in various other parts of 
the country. 

As a result of our hearings, at which 
appeared every individual or representa
tive of a group who was desirous of being 
heard, we arrived at a program which 
has already in part been accepted by the 
House, a program in which we did not 
think it necessary at this time to adopt 
some of the tax measures recommended 
by the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia. 

As most people know, there are three 
different categories of expenses and rev
enues in the average city. Washington, 
D. C., is a reasonably good example of a 
typical American city, so far as its tax 
and revenue requirements are concerned. 
Those three general classifications are, 
first, the general fund; secondly, the 
highway fund; and thirdly, the water 
fund. We have pla,ced on different charts 
a break-down of the figures involved in 
each of those classifications for the years 
1947, 1948, and 1949. I think it proper 
to advance our suggestions as to the 
water fund at the outset. 

The figures for the various years in 
question, 1947, 1948, and 1949, speak for 
themselves. Our unobligated balances 
are the balances remaining in the water 
fund which are unobligated, and are con
sidered available for obligation. during 
succeeding years. 

We brought over from the year 1946 
$659,303 which sum has been used in 
large part or in its entirety during this 
year. · 

The next item on the chart is entitled 
"Lapsed Balances." It represents the 
balances of prior year appropriations 
which are unexpended and which may 
be available for reappropriation during 
succeeding years. 

It will be noticed that in the year 1947 
the water fund of the District sold of its 
own investment account $1,079,722 worth 
of securities. From these receipts in the 
year 1947 app!oximately $3,500,000 is 
anticipated. For the year 1947 it is an
ticipated that there will be a revenue 
availability of $5,300,000 with an esti
mated expenditure total of the same 
figure, leaving within the water fund of 
the District fgr the year 1947 a balanced 
operation, for the reason that the Com
missioners and the Water Fund Super
intendent, in the interest of economy, 
were willing to cut their own budget re
quirements by the amount of $708,000 
which provides them with a carry-ove~ 
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sum of the same figure for the year 1948, 
which we immediately approach. 

I think it is unnecessary, unless some 
of the Senators want to ask me some 
question with reference to the revenue 
availability of 1948, to discuss it in de
tail. 

I should like to suggest to the Senate 
what has already, as I understand, been 
adopted by the House, .which is the rec
ommendation that we authorize within 
the District an increase in the water 
rents of 25 percent and an increase in 
the assessment rates of 25 percent which, 
insofar as the year 1948 is concerned, 
would increase the water rents by $800,-
000 and the assessment rates by $31,250. 
I should like to say. with reference to our 
recommendation that the water rents be 
increased 25 percent, that they are and 
have been exceedingly low when com
pared with other comparable cities 
throughout the Nation. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at that point? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BRICKER in the chair) . Does the Senator 
from Washington yield to the Senator 
from Oreg-on? 

Mr. CAIN. Certainly. 
Mr. MORSE. Does. the Senator have· 

for the RECORD a comparative table show
ing the rates of other cities which he 
thinks are more favorable than the 
Washington rates? 

Mr. CAIN. I do not have such a table 
with me. The figures are included in 

. the hearings held before the committee, 
and I shall certainly make them a part 
of the RECORD. 

The Senate will notice an item of new 
revenue to be made available to the Dis
trict, in the sum of $1,000,000 as a Federal 
contribution. We are urging that the 
Federal Government increase its Federal 

· contribution to the District of Columbia 
by a lump sum of $4,000,000 for the years 
1947 and 1948. As nearly everyone 
knows, the Federal Government for sev
eral years in the past has given to the 

. District a lump sum of $8,000,000. We 
are asking for $12,000,000 and we think 
we can justify it. If $4,000,000 is avail
able we are asking that $1,000,000 of it be 
earmarked for the water fund as an offset 
or charge-off for an approximately equal 
sum from which the Federal Government 
is benefiting today through the water 
which it uses and for which it does not 
pay. It is hoped that in the matter of 
financing the needs of the water fund 
in the future, if we are permitted to in
crease the water rents and the assess
ment rates and to earmark a million dol
lars on a yearly basis, we shall enable the 
water fund of the District of Columbia 

· to meet its minimum requirements, so far 
as we can see for tl;le next several years 
ahead, without having to borrow any 
money from the Federal Government. 

We are not certain that we can accom
plish our objectives in this modest ap
proach to ·a big construction problem 
and program, but the water superintend
ent and the District Commissioners and 
those who joined themselves in building 
this program think it deserving of an 
adequate and fair trial. 

That is all I care to say at this time re
garding our recommendations with ref
erence to the water fund. I wonder if 

there are any Senators who have a fur
ther interest which I could attempt to 
satisfy, 

The next topic is the financial condi
tion of the highway fund during the fisc 1 
years 1947, 1948, and 1949, based on both 
the present tax structure and the pro
posed gasoline tax and inspection fee in
creases. It will be noted that. an unobli
gated balance of approximately $1,500,-
000 was carried forward from 1946 to the 
fiscal year 1947. This balance, plus cash 
receipts for the fiscal year 1947, amounts 
to a total revenue availability of $8,242,-
000 plus. The estimated expenditures 
for this year amount to approximately 
$7,800,000, which leaves an unobligated 
balance of $401,000 plus to be carried 
over to the fiscal year 1948. 

Some Senators have asked me the 
question whether it was a fact that the 
highway fund within the District, the 
authorities having been unable because 
of the war and postwar conditions to 
spend moneys appropriated to them in 
years gone by, had a very large sum of 
what might be called free cash. I should 
like to say in that connection that, so far 
as I know, that is not true. The $401,000 
represents the free cash which they 
moved forward to 1948 for expenditure 
reasons. This unobligated sum of $401,-
000, as we now approach the year w~ are 
trying to balance, as far as the budget 
is concerned, and the receipts during the 
year based upon the present tax struc
ture, results in a total revenue avail
ability of $7,482,000. Estimates for the 
fiscal year 1948 now before the Congress, 
amounting to $9,210,000, would result in 
an estimated deficit, as of June 30, 1948, 
of $1,727,000. The imposition, however, 
of the additional gasoline tax and inspec
tion fee recommended, in connection with 
an estimated reduction in the 1948 budget 
of $100,000 will yield an additional 
$1,770,000 in revenue. This would elimi
nate a deficit of $1,700,000 and leave an 
unobligated balance of $42,000 plus to 
carry over to the fiscal year 1949. This 
unobligated balance of $42,000 plus from 
the fiscal year 1948, plus receipts during 
the year 1948-49 based upon the present 

· tax ·structure, results in a total revenue 
availability of $7,222,000. 

Expenditure estimates for the fiscal 
year 1949, amounting to $8,275,000, 
would result again in an estimated defi
cit, as of June 30, 1949, of $1,652,000-
plus. The imposition of the additional 
gasoline tax and inspection fee will yield 
an additional $1,670,000. We are as
suming that if the gasoline tax is placed 
in operation we will have the same new 
revenue availability that we anticipate 
getting in 1948. The imposition of the 
additional· gasoline tax and inspection 
fee will yield an additional $1,600,000 in 
revenue. This would eliminate the defi
cit and would represent an unobligated 
balance of $17,192.35 to carry over into 
the fiscal years of 1950 and 1951. 

As a result of the passage of the Fed
eral Aid Highway Act of 1944, the Dis
trict of Columbia has received alloca
tions of $2,974,000 and $2,889,000, re
spectively, for the fiscal years 1946, 1947, 
and 1948. The existing law does not 
make provision for Federal-aid alloca
tion subsequent to 1948. These alloca
tions would not be considered as reve-

nue, in that the District must have rev
enue to finance Federal-aid work in its 
entirety before reimbursement of the 
Federal share can be requested. The net 
result is that Federal-aid allocations 
permit of more work being performed 
and not in adding to the revenue avail
ability. 

With reference to the gasoline tax, 
I should like to say that presently, 
as we know, the gasoline tax in tlie Dis
trict of Columbia is 3 cents a gal
lon. As I recall, the gasoline tax in 
Maryland is 6 cents a gallon, and in Vir
ginia is 5 cents a gallon. We are rec
ommending an increase from 3 cents to 
4 cents a gallon, which presumably will 
provide $1,600,000 of additional revenue. 
There is considerable opposition to an 
increase in the gasoline t9,X, as there 
necessarily is opposition to the imposi-· 
tion of any tax. However, insofar as the 
members of the joint committee are con
cerned, it is simply a matter of whether 
it is desired to maintain the streets and 
highways in this community and wheth
er it is desired to take advantage of cer
tain Federal-matching funds, in order 
that bridges and viaducts can be de
signed, constructed, and maintained, or 
whether we do not wish to do so. The 
committee is firmly of the opinion that 
the recommendation which it makes for 
an increase in the gasoline tax from 3 
cents to 4 cents a gallon is most reason
able, and that it will encourage and per
mit this community, which is confronted 
with a" tremendous maintenance and 
construction problem, to keep pace, in 
a relative sense, at least, with that 
problem. ' 

The inspection fee for vehicles almost 
speaks for -itself. A few years ago an 
automobile-inspection law was passed, 
and it requires that every District of 
Columbia vehicle be inspected annually, 
at a charge of 50 cents. We have found 
that that charge no longer pays for the 
cost of the inspection. Therefore, the 
recommendation is that the fee, in ac
cordance with the basic law, be increased 
from 50 cents to $1. We think that in
crease will enable the inspection sys
tem and program to pay for itself as it 
proceeds. 

Mr. President, let me say that I should 
like very much to answer any detailed 
questions in regard to how these revenue 
or expenditure moneys are to be spent. 
I shall be glad to answer such questions 
either now or later, if any of my col
leagues have a particular interest in this 
branch of the problem. 

We come now to the general fund, 
which for the fiscal year 1947-48, which 
begins on the first day of July 1947, is, 
on paper at least and in fact so far n.s 
we know, overdrawn, so that we are con
fronted with a deficit of approximately 
$10,494,000. It is safe to say that your 
joint committee could have approached 
this deficit problem from any one of a 
dozen different fiscal and financial 
points of view. Again, the committee 
has no particular pride of authorship 
in the plan it now suggests for consid
eration by the Senate in regard to bal
lancing the budget for the District of 
Columbia. We think the plan we now 
present is sound and reasonable, and 
that with any good fortune insofar as 
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price structures are concerned, it will 
provide, maintain, and continue the es
sential services which are so badly needed 
and which are justified by the citizens of 
tbis very great community. So, to offset 
the deficit of $10,494,000-plus, we sug
gest that revenues within . the District 
of Columbia, beginning next year, be in
creased in the following way: First, that 
the r.eal-estate tax rate, which presently 
is $1.75, be increased to $2. Many people 
will not like that, and we can under
stand their point of view. But as best 
we could, we went back and analyzed the 
needs and requirements, fiscalwise, of 
this community over the past decade, 
and we went one step further and an
alyzed comparable situations in compa
rable cities throughout America. We 
now feel with reference to the real-estate 
tax that because the rate which we sug .. 
gest will be based on a 70 percent assess
ment of a reasonable valuation, we shall 
not be imposing any undue or too heavy 
burden upon the citizens of the District 
of Columbia. It is our expectation that 
if this recommendation is followed, $4,_. 
000,000 will accrue toward balancing the -
budget of the District of Columbia. 
Those figures are shown just above the 
point which I have indicated on the chart 
which now is before us. 

Our next suggestion is that we 
broaden the coverage of the Income Tax 
Act as it relates to the District of Co
lumbia. ·At the present time, and for 
quite a long time past, the only persons 
in this community of more than 900,000 
persons who have paid income taxes 
have been those domiciled in this com
munity on the last day of the tax year. 
We are recommending-and this, in 
fact, is almost the basis of our approach 
to this community problem-that we 
provide within the law a provision that 
those who are to pay income taxes are 
those who are either domiciled in the 

·District of Columbia on the last day of 
the fiscal year or those who live as a 
resident within this community for a 
period of 7 months within the year. It 
is my considered opinion, for whatever 
it is worth, that the income-tax law gov
erning in this community in years gone 
by has been inequitable and unfair; that 
if the Senate and the House of Repre
sentatives cannot agree to the provision 
we are suggesting, it would be only 
proper .and fit and, in fact, just honest, 
to encourage the Congress to get rid of 
the income-tax structure in its entirety 
in this community. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Washington yield to 
the Senator from California? 

Mr. CAIN. Certainly. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. What provision 

would be made to prevent double taxa
tion? 

Mr. CAIN. Any person otherwise 
affected by this tax who pays an income 
tax in the State of his domicile ·will not 
pay an income tax of any kind within 
the District of Columbia, unless it so 
happens-and so far as I know, there is 
only one exception to this rule-that the 
tax rates charged in the State of his 
domicile are less than those in the Dis-

trict of Columbia. There is a possi
bility that in the State of Delaware
and perhaps the Senator from Delaware 
will confirm this-the rates are actually 
lower than those within the District of 

. Columbia. 
Mr. BUCK. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
·Mr. CAIN. Certainly. 
Mr. BUCK. In the event that this 

amendment is not agreed to, what is the 
next step that would have to be taken to 
increase the revenues of the District of 
Columbia? 

Mr. CAIN. If the suggestion is not 
adopted, the District of Columbia budg
ets for both 1948 and 1949 will be in 
deficit. Then I should think the real
istic approach to the problem would be, 
first, in the interest of fairness to get rid 
of the income tax entirely, and to avail 
ourselves of any of the other revenue 
possibilities which the District of Co
lumbia Commissioners recommended to 
us when this problem first arose. 

It is quite obvious to anyone that we 
could have taken an easier approach to 
this problem. For instance, we could 
have provided for the imposition of a 
sales tax, and at this time the imposi
tion of such a tax would have very large
ly cured our problems on a temporary 
basis; but in the opinion of those re
sponsible for presenting this program, 
it is felt that basic taxes, such as real-

. estate taxes and income taxes, should 
bear their proportionate share of the 
obligations of a communit~ before re
course is had to what might be called 
extra taxes. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, did the Senator from . 
Washington study the matter of having 
the Federal Government pay more to 
the District of Columbia? 

Mr. CAIN. Yes. As a matter of fact, 
we shall come to that point in a mo
ment. We have a recommendation cov
ering it. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Does the Senator think that $3,000,000 
additional will be sumcient to pay the 
District of Columbia for the use or bene
fit the Federal Government receives 
from the District of Columbia? 

Mr. CAIN. I can answer that ques
tion in two ways: I can say that if we 
obtain an additional $4,000,000 at this 
time from the Federal Government, on 
the basis of this tax program, it will be 
possible to balance the budget of the 
District of Columbia and to maintain 
minimum services; but in my opinion 
further thought and study are needed to 
determine whether the Federal Govern
ment is presently carrying aqd has in the 
past carried its share of this commu
nity problem, for the Senator is as aware 
as I am that years ago the Federal Gov
ernment paid on the basis of 50 cents out 
of every dollar. Now it is paying on the 
basis of 8 and a fraction cents on the 
dollar. We would not have asked the 
Federal Government in this instance for 
any additional money, if we had not first 
turned to the field of real estate, to indi
cate to the Federal Government that this 
community, in the case of real property, 
was willing to stand on its own feet so 
far as possible. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
In my opinion, the Federal Government 
should assume the responsibility of all 
the tax increase. It should take care 
of every cent of it. 

Mr. CAIN. I am the last to say that 
the Senator has not a very good case, 
but it is a case which we endeavored to 
cover in a formula. We had ·about six 
different formulas presented to the com
mittee, and after studying them as care
fully as we could, we were by no means 
satisfied that any of the formulas actu
ally gave the justice they intended to 
render. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Washington yield? 

Mr. CAIN. I yield. 
Mr. BUCK. I wonder if the Senator 

from South Carolina knows that be
tween the years 1922 and 1937 there was 
on the statute books a law which provid
ed that the Federal Government should 
pay 40 percent and the District 60 per
cent of the expenses of the District. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
understand that to be the case. 

Mr. BUCK. That was the law for 15 
years, and that ratio was observed for 

. 3 years. During the other 12 years the 
Government ma.de a lump sum pay
ment. If it had paid according to the 
act, which it did not, it would owe over 
a hundred million dollars more than it 
actually paid. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
My reason for raising the question a few 
moments ago was the report by the Sen
ator from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY], 
which brings the amount much closer to 
twelve million, possibly eight or nine 
million. 

Mr. CAIN. The formula of the Sena
tor from Wyoming would have resulted 
in exactly the same figures we present, 
because this is new revenue we are ask
ing the Federal Government to pay, · 
$4,000,000, which, when added to what it 
previously has been giving, namely, 
$8,000,000, makes the $12,000,000 which 
the formula of the Senator from Wyo
ming would have given. 

Being very frank about this discussion, 
and particularly with reference to the 
remarks of the Senator from South Car
olina, we should not too hastily adopt a 
formula which restricts the contribution 
to a figure with which we are by no 
means satisfied. Perhaps it should be 
$20,000,000, or $25,000,000. Certainly if 
it were proper to make the contribution 
years ago in the proportion which has 
been stated, there is· some reason to be
lieve there should be a recalculation of 
the whole contribution. 

To recapitulate we have asked for an 
increase in the real-estate tax of 25 cents. 
We also ask for an increase in coverage 
in the case of the income tax, which 
would impose a tax on all persons resi
dent here for 7 months, and all domi
ciled here at the end of a taxable year. 
It would not require any individual who 
pays a higher rated tax in any other 
State to pay an income tax here. That 
individual would pay absolutely nothing 
in this District. 

There are 32 States in the Union which 
have income-tax laws, and the chances 
are 10 to 1 that very few, if any, of those 
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domiciled in those States, presently liv
ing as residents in the District of Colum
bia, would ray any local tax at all. 
There are 16 States of the Union which 
have no income-tax laws, but some of 
those States have intangible tax laws, 
which would be an offset against any tax 
which the individuals paid here. But a 
resident of a State like my own, the State 
of Washington, which has no intangible 
tax law and has no income-tax law, liv
ing in Washington, D. C., for a period in 
excess of 7 months, would pay, as I am 
absolutely and sincerely convinced he or 
she should pay, a reasonable tax, toward 
the maintenance of the services which 
make their living, on the averag~. so 
happy and contented in a community 
which is so far away from home. 

If those two suggestions are adhered 
to, we are recommending, as I have previ
ously said, an additional Federal con
tribution of $4,000,000, $3,000,000 of 
which would be used in our general-fund 
operations, and a million would be ear
marked for the water fund. These three 
items, however, amount to only $10,100,-
000. That means we are still a consid
erable figure short of balancing our 
budget. 

So far as the general fund construc
tion operations of the community are 
concerned, there has been a willingness 
evidenced by the authorities in charge 
to reduce their budget in the sum of 
$Z,500,000, which means a slowing up of 
some of the improvements which they 
really want, but which, after a full con
sideration, we are inclined to think we 
can get along without for a reasonable 
length of time, hoping that prices will 
come down and that obstacles will be re
moved, and that by adopting an agreed
upon reduction of $2,500,000, we shall 
balance the budget in 1948, carrying over 
a very small sum of money, which will 
provide, at the end of the next 2-year 
period, a cash balance, however small it 
may be. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Preside11t, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CAIN. I yield to the Senator from 
Connecticut. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Can the Senator say 
what the rate of tax on real estate is in 
the District of Columbia, under the pro
posal he is presenting? 

Mr. CAIN. Yes; $2 a hundred. It is 
· presently $1.75 a hundred. 

Mr. BALDWIN. That is much lower 
than it is in any other city in the United 
States. Is not that a fact? 

Mr. CAIN. It is much lower than in 
most of the comparable cities we ex
amined. 

Everyone will agree with me that if it 
had been his responsibility, ratl::'er than 
the responsibility of the joint congres
sional committee, the approach to this 
problem might have been different. Per
haps we should have started out with a 
sales tax as our base, and gone on from 
there. We just did not think that was 
the proper way to proceed. 

We have been extraordinarily conserv
ative in ·forming this budget for the 
next 2-year period. It does not permit 
of any serious mishaps or unexpected 
events transpiring in this community. 
We are only anticipating an over-all cash 
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balance of $17,000-plus at the end of 
fiscal 1949, and every Senator is as con
scious as I am how easy it may be to turn 
that balance into a deficit. 

I would not be embarrassed, or feel any 
need to apologize for myself and my col
leagues, if we have fallen short of what 
we started out to do in achieving a sound 
balancing of the budget. I should mere
ly re-present the problem to Senators on 
the basis of need, knowing before I did 
so that they would give me the hearing 
to which the subject is entitled. 

Mr. President, I ask the approval of 
the Senate for this program, so that in 
the general fund our real-estate tax rate 
may go up 25 cents, and our income-tax 
base be broadened, though the rates will 
not go up. I likewise ask your approval 
for an additional Federal payment to the 
general fund of $3,000,000. 

With reference to the water fund, we 
are asking for th·e authority to increase 
the assessments by 25 percent, to in
crease water rates by 25 percent, which 
rates are much lower here than through
out the country, and we are asking that 
of the $4,000,000 we are asking from the 
Treasury of the United States $1,000,000 
be earmarked to the water fund. 

Our third request covers the highway 
fund. We are asking for an increase in 
the vehicle-inspection fee of from 50 
cents to a dollar, in order that the serv
ice may pay for itself. We are asking 
the Senate's approval of an increase in 
the gasoline tax of from 3 cents to 4 
cents a gallon. 

I think this budget deserves the con
sideration of the Senate, and I hope it 
will have Senators' approval. 

Mr. President, I send to the desk a pro
posed amendment in behalf of the com
mittee, and ask for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 20, 
line 20, it is proposed to strike out sub
section (9), down to and including line 
25, and insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 

(9) Payments made under laws relating to 
veterans: Payments of benefits made to or 
on account of a beneficiary under any laws 
relating to veterans. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and the third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill <H. R. 3737) was read the third 
time and passed. 

Mr. CAIN. I move that the Senate in-
. sist upon its amendments and request a 
conference with the House thereon, and 
that the Chair appoint the conferees on . 
the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
President pro tempore appointed Mr. 
CAIN, Mr. FLANDERS, and Mr. MCGRATH 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-ENROLLED 

. BILLS SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the President pro tempore: 

S. 814. An act to provide support for wool, 
and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 3203. An act relative to maximum 
rents on housing accommodations; to repeal 
certain provisions of Public Law 388, Seventy
ninth Congress, and for other purposes. 

PRESIDENTIAL SUCCESSION 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 564) to provide for the per
formance of the duties of the office of 
President, in case of the removal, resig
nation, or inability both of the President 
and Vice President. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushfield 
Butler 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Chavez 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Downey 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 
Green 
Gurney 

Hatch Murray 
Hawkes Myers 
Hayden O'Conor 
Hickenlooper O'Daniel 
Hoey O'Mahoney 
Holland Overton 
Ives Pepper 
Jenner Reed 
Johnson, Colo. Revercomb 
Johnston, S.C. Robertson, Va.. 
Kern Robertson, Wyo. 
Kilgore Russell 
Knowland Saltonstall 
Langer Smith 
Lodge Sparkman 
McCarran Taft 
McCarthy Taylor 
McClellan Thye 
McFarland Tydings 
McGrath Umstead 
McKellar Vandenberg 
McMahon Watkins 
Magnuson Wherry 
Malone White 
Martin Wiley 
Maybank Williams 
Millikin Wilson 
Moore Young 
Morse 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Eighty-six Senators having answered to 
their names, a quorum is present. 
MANAGEMENT AND LABOR RELATIONs-

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

The PRESIDENT .pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate a message from the 
House of Representatives, which was 
read, as follows: 
!N THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, U. S. 

June 20, 1947. 
The House of Representatives having pro

ceeded to reconsider the bill (H. R. 3020) 
entitled "An act to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act, to provide additional 
facilities for the mediation of labor dis
putes affecting commerce, to equalize legal 
responsibilities of labor organizations and 
employers, and for other purposes," returned 
by the President of the United States with 
his objections, to the House of Represent
ati'lfes, in which it originated, it was 

Resolved, That the said bill pass, two
thirds of the House of Representatives agree
ing to pass the same. 

MANAGEMENT AND LABOR RELATIONs
VETO MESSAGE (H. DOC. NO. 334) 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate a message from the Pres
ident of the United States, which was 
read. 

<For President's veto message, see to
day's proceedings of the House of Repre
sentatives on p. 7485.) 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
message of the President of the United 
States will be spread on the Journal as 
required by the Constitution. 

The Senate proceeded to reconsider 
th~ bill <H. R. 3020) entitled "An act to 
amend the National Labor Relations Act, 
to provide additional facilities for the 
mediation of labor disputes affecting 
commerce, to equalize legal responsibili
ties of labor organizations and employ
ers, and for other purposes." 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass, the ob
jections of the President of the United 
States to the contrary notwithstanding? 

The yeas and nays are ordered, under 
the requirement of the Constitution. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will cail the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bm:hfleld 
Butler 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Chavez 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ectm 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 
Green 

Gurney Morse 
Hatch Mul'ray 
Hawkes Myers -
Hayden O'Conor 
Hickenlooper O'Daniel 
Hoey O'Mahoney 
Ho-land Overton 
Ives Pepper 
Jenner Reed 

. Johnson, Colo. Reverc0mb 
Johnston, S. C. Robertson, Va. 
Kern Robertson, Wyo. 
Kilgore Russell 
Knowland Saltonstall 
Langer Smith 
Lodge Sparkman 
McCarran Taft 
McCarthy Taylor 
McClellan Thye 
McFarland Tydings 
McGrath Umstl!'ad 
McKellar Vandenberg 
McMahon Watkins 
Magnuson Wherry 
Malone White 
Ma:r.tin Wiley 
Maybank Williams 
Millikin Wilson 
Moore Young 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Eighty-seven Senators having answered 
to their names, a quorum is present. 

The question is, Shall the bill pass, the 
objections of the President of the United 
States tO' the contrary notwithstanding? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am 
sure Congress and the country have been 
impressed by the message of the Presi
dent. I have heard it said upon the fioor 
that Senators have never seen a veto 
message more comprehensive and more 
thoroughly penetrating than · the veto 
message of the President which has just 
been read. Every aspect of this matter 
has been carefully analyzed and thor
oughly surveyed in the veto message. 
The President has made it clear, as 
would be expected of the Chief Magis
trate, that he is not speaking for a class_, 
but for the country; for the President 
is trying to preserve the economic 
strength of America, at a time when even 
the strength of this giant is under mo
mentous and serious challenge. The 
President has made it clear that he is 
defending our cherished system of pri
vate enterprise, at a time when pri
vate enterprise is under the most bitter 
assault of all times in the world. The 
President has rededicated himself to the 
instincts of democracy and to her pre
serving institutions, at a time when de-

mocracy is under its most dangerous at
tack. The President has made it clear 
that he is trying to preserve in America 
the kind of free give-and-take, the kind 
of bargaining together, which. is char
acteristic of the traditional relations be
tween labor and capital in our long past; 
that he does not propose to throw the 
settlement of labor disputes either into 
the halls of Congress or into the forum 
of the Nation's courts. The President 
realizes, as he has so clearly pointed out 
in his message, that this is a measure to 
promote and not to diminish industrial 
strife. Moreover, he has emphasized that 
this bill is an attack upon the masses of 
the people, upon the workingman, in his 
job and in his union, and that, by im
pairing the strength of the working peo
ple, it endangers the power of America. 

The President has made it clear that 
this is a step backward and not a step 
forward in our industrial relations. He 
does not propose to become a party to an 
effort to wipe out the gains of decades of 
experience in finding ways to resolve 
and reconcile differences between man
agement and labor, nor does he propose 
to strip from labor the gains which it has 
secured in our own time, under adminis
trations chosen by the people of the 
United States and given their over
whelming approval. 

The President recognizes that this is 
a very serious issue for the Congress and 
to the country. He knows, of course, the 
brunt of criticism and the spleen of bit
terness and venom which will be heaped 
upon his head by this courageous step. 
He has not been afraid in the past to 
speak his sentiments; he has not been 
afraid or reluctant this time, Mr. Presi
dent, to give his views to the Congress 
and to the country. 

Considering the reports on the bill they 
had generally from the press, I believe 
the people who read the message will find 
that this is a kind of labor bill of which 
they never dreamed. The people never 
see this kind of criticism; they never ha·j 
a chance to read this sort of message. 
The people have had a one-sided report 
upon this legislation. They have been of 
the impression and the opinion that this 
legislation was honestly and properly de
signed to bring about industrial peace 
in America, to strike down the exercise 
of tyrannical power, and to protect 
America in emergencies. Naturally, be
lieving that it was legislation of that 
character, they have generally given it 
their approval. But, Mr. President, this 
analysis reveals that it is not that kind 
of bill. This analysis reveals that, in
stead of the bargaining power of labor 
and management being equal, we :have · 
weighted the scales on the side of man
agement. The public discovers from this 
message that instead of labor and man
agement being put in an equal position, 
in other respects, the scales have been 
weighted on the side of management, 
and the employee has been penalized. 

Mr. President, the people will discover 
from this message, from the President 
himself, that the bill as passed is not 
effective as a measure which would pro
tect the public• interest in case of emer
gency; for he has pointed out in his mes
sage that it would require a great deal 

of exertion on the part of the Govern
ment, but prove inevitably ineffective 
and fruitless. Therefore, Mr. President, 
the President does not wish to see Amer
ica rely upon efficacy of a remedy which 
does not exist. He quite naturali.)' felt 
it his duty to call to the attention cf i.,i:l.e 
country those deficiencies of the meas
ure. 

Mr. President, now that the President 
has laid before the Congress and the 
country this comprehensive and clear 
treatment of the measure-which I be
lieve cannot be questioned or denied-! 
hope there will be a different feeling 
about this proposal in the Senate. I 
shared the general desire of Senators 
that there might be some legislation in 
this field. As a member of the Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, with 
some of my colleagues, I joined in a mi
nority report, in which we set forth 
aspects of the bill which we thought 
were in the public interest, and we em
phasized that we were willing to go even 
further than the President went in his 
recommendations to the Congress, in 
order to assure legislation in this field. 
But we refused to support this extreme 
measure. We knew that there were 
abuses. Even among the chosen Twelve, 
Mr. President, there was a traitor. In 
our churches, there are sinners. There 
are some who err unintentially, and 
some, intentionally. Of course, if in the 
field of labor relations there were some 
way by which those who erred could be 
restrained and circumscribed in their 
power, we were all disposed to apply those 
restraints and that curb to them. To 
put it another way, we were willing to 
prune the tree, but not to cut it down. 
But the bill did not satisfy itself by 
pruning the tree of the labor movement 
and removing the branches that should 
be pruned. It cut at the very root of the 
tree; it undertook to strike it down. 
Those who observed and appreciated its 
far-reaching import could come to no 
other conclusion than that it would have 
the effect, if it were not designed to ac
complish that end, of strangling and 
destroying the organized labor movement 
of America. 

Mr. President, I read a statement in 
a newspaper to the effect that a part 
of our program to give democracy to 
Greece, to whose assistance we have. gone, 
was to require that Greece permit the 
organization of labor unions. I dare 
say we would make that a condition in 
any country in the world where we were 
laying down thr criteria of democratic 
conduct. We say to Greece: "If you are 

. going to prove your democracy, let the 
working people organize themselves into 
their own associations, so that they may 
barg~,in collectively with their employ
ers." But here in the Congress, which 
was the fountainhead of the grant of 
power under which such conditions could 
be im1-1osed, we adopt a measure which, 
I say, if not designed to destroy, would 
have the effect of destroying the labor 
movement in America. All that the 
President has set forth in his message. 
He has shown how the employer could 
break a union. He has shown how the 
employer could discharge an employee 
arbitrarily, but the employee in certain 
cases would have to work a minimum of 
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80 days for the employer. He has pointed 
out how, for all practical purposes, the 
right of collective bargaining would here
after become impossible to the working 
people. He has emphasized in his mes
sage the case of the closed shop as it 
has existed in America. 

During the course of our management 
and labor experience in our own Ameri
can way of working out our problems by 
trial and error. we have found it to be in 
the public interest to give a free hand to 
management and to labor and to make 
their own contracts one with another · 
where nothing contrary to the law or the 
public interest was involved. Und·er that 
American practice, in the exercise of that 
prerogative of economic and political 
democracy, millions of American work
ing men and women-a number in ex
cess, I believe of three-quarters of all 
the organized workers in America--have 
entered into collective bargaining agree
ments which provide for the closed shop 
or union security. Experience has .shown 
that principle to be in the public interest 
and not contrary to it. It has shown that 
the exercise of that right has given job
security to men and women which they 
otherwise could not have had. Through 
the medium of the labor organization the 
employer has been provided with skilled 
and competent personnel which probably 
he could not otherwise so well or so im
mediately acquire. Experience, I say, Mr. 
President, has proved that 1t is not only 
in the interest of the working people but 
it is in the interest of a greater America 
that we have recognized the right of em
ployer and employee to bargain together 
and by bargaining agreements to pro
vide for the principle of the closed shop 
and union security. 

But the bill intervenes. Here at the 
bargaining table is an uninvited guest, 
Mr. President, who lays down the pro
hibition "Thou shalt not," to employers 
and employees who desire to bargain in 
respect to a closed-shop agreement. The 
President knows that to void the con
tracts under which millions of working 
people have been working satisfactorily 
for their employers would not only be a 
disservice to the employees, but to their 
employers as well. 

Only a few weeks ago we read in the 
newspapers of Washington a statement 
by Mr. Cyrus Eaton, a distinguished busi
nessman of America, denouncing legisla
tion that would outlaw ;:md prohibit the 
closed shop and interfere with free col
lective bargaining between employer and 
employee. I believe that, if the truth 
were known, it would be revealed that 
the majority of the far-sighted business 
leaders of America appreciate the wis
dom-yes, the necessity-of freedom to 
contract with the employees, and feel 
that the experience of the past should 
not be discarded by this legislation. 

Mr. President, the message of the Pres
ident is a critical, carefully analytical, 
thoroughly comprehensive consideration 
of the so-called Taft-Hartley labor . bill, 
and the conclusion of the President is 
that the measure, if enacted into law, 
would be contrary to the public interest. 

The President has not, however, taken 
the time to go into the background 
against which this bill was passed. He 
might have said that it comes at a time 

when monopoly in America is at an all
time peak. He might have said that the 
employers who urge the legislation are 
seeking to cheapen labor at a time when 
their profits are swollen to an all-time 
high. He might have said that those who 
looked upon the bill as the panacea for all 
ills in industry, who believed it would 
prevent strikes, were only harboring a 
delusion, because last year 82 percent of 
all the man-days lost by strikes, 75 per
cent of all the men and women out on 
strike, were the result of disputes over 
wages and hours, and the bill does noth
ing to make the employer more disposed 
to agree to give justice to his employees 
in respect to wages and hours. 

The President might have added that 
any industrial peace the bill would 
achieve would be reached and gained at 
the expense of the living level of the 
working men and women of · America. 
Mr. Presidel)t, I feel the President might 
have added that that is too high a price 
for industrial peace in our country. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. My purpose in asking 

the Senator to yield was to suggest to 
the Senate that there is some reason to 
believe that we might secure a unani
mous-consent agreement with respect to 
the time at which to vote upon the pend
ing question. In view of the fact that it 
is necessary to have a quorum call in 
order to propose such unanimous-con
sent agreement--

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair might state to the Senator from 
Nebraska that it is not necessary under 
existing circumstances, according to the 
Parliamentarian. 

Mr. WHERRY. Regardless of that 
fact, I believe that in fairness to the 
Members of the Senate we should have 
a quorum call, and I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield for that purpose, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken Gurney Mor'le 
Baldwin .Hatch Murray 
Ball Hawkes :M:;rers 
Barkley Hayden O'Conor 
Brewster Hiclrenlooper O'Daniel 
Bricker Hoey O'Mahoney 
Bridges Holland Overton 
Broolts Ives Pepper 
Buck Jenner Reed 
Bushfield Johnson, Colo. Revercomb 
Butler Johnston, S.C. Robertson, Va. 
Byrd Kem Robertson, Wyo. 
Cain Kilgore Russell 
Capehart Knowland Saltonstall 
Capper Langer Smith 
Chavez Lodge Sparkman 
Connally McCarran Taft 
Cooper McCarthy Taylor 
Cordon McClellan Thye 
Donnell McFarland Tydings 
Downey McGrath Umstead 
Dworshak McKellar Vandenberg 
Eastland McMahon Watkins 
Ecton Magnuson Wherry 
Ellender Malone White 
Ferguson Martin Wiley 
Fulbright Maybank Williams 
George Millikin Wilson 
Green Moore Young 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Eighty
seven Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, it 
seems to be unnecessary to go into detail 
in proposing a unanimous-consent re
quest to vote upon the pending question, 
so I shall bring it to the attention of the 
Senate as quickly as possible. We have 
been in communication with Senators 
who are vitally interested. 

I now propose, for the consideration 
of the Senate, a unanimous-consent re
quest that the Senate vote upon the 
pending-question at 5 o'clock this eve
ning. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I think it is per
fectly obvious that we cannot vote at 5 
o'clock or any other hour today. Anum
ber of Senators on both sides are absent 
from the city, and are on their way back 
in order to cast their votes. So I am 
compelled to object to the request of the 
Senator from Nebraska that we vote at 
5 o'clock or any other hour today. 

Mr. WHERRY. I ask the distinguished 
minority leader, if it is impossible to ac
cede to the unanimous-consent request 
for a vote at 5 o'clock today, if he would 
be agreeable to a vote on the pending 
question at 3 o'clock tomorrow afternoon. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not want to be 
in the attitude of objecting to every re-· 
quest, or seeming to be unreasonable. 

Mr. WHERRY. The minority leader 
is always fair. 

Mr. BARKLEY. There are Members 
who will not return to the city until after 
lunch tomorrow. We cannot tell whether 
there may be some delay in their arrival 
which would prevent them from arriv
ing here before 3 o'clock. I am com
pelled to say to the Senator that I would 
object to fiXing the hour of 3 o'clock to
morrow for a final vote; but I would be 
inclined to agree to 5 o'clock, if that is 
agreeable to the Seriate. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I am 
quite satisfied that the hour of 5 o'clock 
will be agreeable if we cannot have a 
vote at 3. · 

Let me say to the distinguished Sen
ator from Kentucky that I have been 
advised by several Senators that if it were 
at all possible they would like to vote on 
this question today; and if we could ar
range an hour not later than 3 o'clock 
on Saturday, that would be acceptable, 
in the event we could not vote today. 

I know how important this question is, 
and I know that the minority leader and 
the majority leader want the strength of 
the Senate to be present to vote. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I may say to the Sen
ator that no more important veto mes
sage has been before the Senate in a long 
time; and in my judgment no more clear
cut or logical veto. I feel that Members 
of the Senate ought to have an oppor
tunity to study the veto message and 
analyze it paragraph by paragraph and 
point by point. Obviously, they have not 
had an opportunity to do so today. Those 
who are on their way back here will have 
to depend upon the newspapers for copies 
of it in order that they may study it. I 
do not think it would be practicable to 
vote at 3 o'clock tomorrow, or at any 
other hour earlier than 5 o'clock tomor
row afternoon. I do not know whether 
that hour will suit the Senate, but it is 
agreeable to me. 
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I have consulted with most Senators 
who have been active on the committee, 
and I think that hour would be reason
ably agreeable, although there are those 
who feel that the veto message ought not 
to be voted upon even tomorrow. They 
are perfectly sincere in their position. 
The message is so comprehensive and 
goes into such detail with respect to this 
legislat ion that it is felt by some that fur
ther study should be given to it. 

My own judgment is that between 
now and 5 o'clock tomorrow afternoon 
Senators will have ample time to study 
the message and will be in a position to 
determine how they will vote. I think 
that is not an unreasonable length of 
time to request, in view of the importance 
of the question and the critical effect 
upon the country which a decision one 
way or the other may have. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I wish to make a 
few brief remarks upon the request. 

In my opinion, the President of the 
United States has handed down a sound 
and unanswerable veto message on this 
bill. In fact, I believe it to be one · of 
the most powerful veto messages ever 
handed down by a President of the United 
States in all our history. I think that 
on point after point the President has 
made very clear in his veto message the 
type of legal legislative monstrosity upon 
which the Senate of the United States is 
now asked to pass final judgment. To
night the President is going to take to 
the air in a Nation-wide radio broadcast. 
He considers this question to be of such 
vital importance to the economic wel
fare of the Nation that apparently he 
believes it advisable and necessary to 
apprise the American people of the eco
nomic dangers inherent in this piece of 
legislation. 

As a firm believer in representative 
government, · Mr. President, I think suf
ficient time should elapse between this 
-veto message and the final vote in the 
Senate to enable the people of the coun
try to make their wtshes known in regard 
to this legislation. i think the President 
has done a much better job than have 
any of us who have been opposing this 
legislation. I am pleased that the veto 
message covers the major points I made 
in my speech of June 5, in opposition to 
this bill. However, ir. addition the Presi
dent has made many other salient 
points. I think he has very clearly 
stated in his veto message the reasons 
why we should not pass this legislation. 
I, for one, believe that an adequate period 
of time should be afforded to enable the 
people of the United States to be heard 
from in regard to the last step in the 
passage or nonpassage of this piece of 
legislation. I know there are arguments 
against it. I appreciate the fact that 
to object at this time might bring down 
upon m·e criticism that our best oppor
tunity to sustain the veto might be to
morrow afternoon. Of course, Mr. Presi
dent, that goes to the individual respon~ 
sibility of each Member of the Senate 
to be here next week, and he will have 
to assume that responsibility for himself. 
I think that balanced agafnst the argu
ment that more men may be here tomor
row is the importance not only of 
Members of the Senate taking time to 

study the veto message-and let me say 
that it cannot be done in a very short 
period of time if what we are trying to 
do is a conscientious job of weighing 
the inherent merits of the objections 
which the President has raised-but I 
think it is likewise of great importance 
that American employers study it. 

I am inclined to believe, Mr. President, 
that the industrial statesmen among 
American employers, once they come to 
·comprehend what is involved in this mes
sage and what will be visited upon them 
if this measure becomes law, will be heard 
from early next week. I think it will be 
found that a great many employers will 
take the same position which a group of 
very impartial and distinguished experts 
in the field of labor relations has taken 
in a telegram which I wish to have in
corporated in the RECORD as a part of my 
remarks. The telegram, which was sent 
to the leaders of the Congress yesterday 
or the day before, I believe, is as follows: 

We speak as economists, lawyers, and edu
cators representing no organization or par
tisan interest. We are unanimous in the 
conviction that the Taft-Hartley bill should 
not become law. This omnibus bill includes 
many provisions which are extremely unwise, 
unfair, and unworkable. It goes far beyond 
the legitimate purposes of curbing union 
abuses or providing equality of bargaining 
rights and duties. It would seriously weaken 
protections of Norris-Laguardia Act and Na
tional Labor Relations Act. It provides no 
constructive solution to problem of national 
strikes. It would increase industrial unrest 
and strife. 

Who are these men, Mr. President, w)lo 
have seen fit to call our attention at this 
zero hour, so far as the legislative history 
of this legislation is concerned, to the 
weakne8ses of this bill? Let us take a 
few names: 

E. Wight Bakke, director of labor-man
agement center, Yale University; Paul 
Dodd, director of Institute of Industrial 
Relations and dean, University of Cali
fornia in Los Angeles; Thomas Emerson, 
professor of law, Yale University; Nathan 
Feinsinger, professor of law, University 
of Wisconsin, formerly public member, 
National War Labor Board. 

Senators neeci only to read some of 
the outstanding decisions of this distin
guished labor-relations scholar to recog
nize that when he takes this position they 
are hearing from an expert in the field 
of labor relations. 

Phillips L. Garman, associate professor 
of labor and industrial relations, Insti
tute of Industrial Relations, University 
of Illinois; Lloyd K. Garrison, attorney, 
formerly Chairman, National War Labor 
Board and dean of law school, University 
of Wisconsin; Walter Gellhorn, professor 
of law, Columbia University; Charles 0. 
Gregory, professor of law, University of 
Chicago; James K. Hall, professor of 
economics, University of Washington; 
William S. Hopkins, Director of Institute 
of Labor Relations, University of Wash
ington; Mark De Wolfe Howe, dean of 
law school, University of Buffalo; Ver
non Jennsen, professor, New York 
School of Industrial Relations, Cornell 
University; Clark Kerr, professor and 
labor arbitrator, formerly Chairman, 
National War Labor Board Meatpacking 
Commission; Harry A. Millis, professor 
of economics <emeritus), University of . 

Chicago), formerly Chairman, National 
Labor Relations Board; Lloyd G. Reyn
olds, associate director of labor-manage- , 
ment center, Yale University; William 

. G. Rice, professor of law, University of 
Wisconsin; Harry Shulman, professor of 
law, .Yale University, impartial umpire 
for Ford Motor Co. and United Automo
bile Workers, CIO; Edwin E. Witte, pro
fessor of economics, University of Wis
consin, recognized as one of the six out
standing scholars in the field of labor 
economics in the entire count ry. 

There is a long list of additional sign
ers, as follows: 

Prof. J acob H. Benscher, University of 
Wisconsin; Prof. Ralph S. Brown, Jr., 
Yale University; Prof. Henry T. Buechel, 
University of Washington; Prof. John 
Dunlop, Harvard University; Prof. J. B. 
Gillingham, University of Washington; 
Prof. Horace M. Gray, University of Illi
nois; Prof. David Haber, Yale University; 
Prof. Paul Hays, ColUmbia University; 
Prof. John P. Herring, University of 
Washington; Prof. Willard Hurst, Uni
versity of Wisconsin; Prof. Abbott Kap
lan, University of California at Los 
Angeles; Prof. Delmar Karlen, University 
of Wisconsin; Prof. Leonard Mathy, 
University of Washington; Prof. Addison 
A. Mueller, Yale University; Prof. Ver
non A. Mund, University of Washington; 
Prof. Frank C. Pierson, Swarthmore Col
lege; Prof. Effey Riley, Cornell Uni
versity; Prof. George J. Ritter, Yale 
University; Prof. Arthur Ross, Berkeley, 
·Calif.; Prof. R3..lph J. Thayer, University 
of Washington; Prof. Samuel E. Thorne, 
Yale University; Prof. Marlin Volz, Uni
versity of Wisconsin; Prof. Colston E. 
Warne, Amherst College; Prof. Donald 
H. Wollett, University of Washington. 

What I want to point out, Mr. Presi
dent, is that alread./ we are· beginning 
to hear from the country; already suffi
cient time has elapsed for some of our 
scholars to analyze the meanings and 
the effects of the Taft-Hartley bill, and 
they are coming forward with remarka
ble unanimity in opposition to this type 
of legislation. That is why I say that I 
think we ought to stop, look, and listen 
before we hastily vote on the veto mes
sage. Precious as t ime is, I know of no 
better way the Senate of the United 
States could spend its time for the next. 
few days than to study the veto message 
and this legislation and take stock of 
what the sober thinking of the country 
tells us in regard to what its effects are 
bound to be. 

This afternoon, in the House of Repre
sentatives, after the veto message was 
read, in a very short time the matter was 
swept through the House by an over
whelming vote to override the veto. 
There was no debate on the message. I 
want to say about the House action that 
it is a commentary on representative 
government. I do not want to see the 
branch of the Congress of which I am 
a Member engaged in such hasty action. 

Some of the proponents of this legis
lation, Mr. President, already are deeply 
concerned about some of its weaknesses 
and are hastily preparing amendments to 
offer immediately after the final vote on 
the veto. I would suggest that states
manship calls upon us to perfect our 
legislation before we pass it. Oh, yes, 
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some great newspapers, like the Washing
ton Post of this city, in editorials are try
ing to lead the 'readers into believing that 
it is this legislation or no legislation. 
That does not follow, Mr. President. The 
leadership of the Congress rests with my 
party, and whether or not we get good 
legislation or bad legislation is the re
sponsibility of the Republican majority 
in the Congress. The leadership of the 
majority knows that if we sustain this 
veto, if they have the will to pass good 
legislation they can pass it within 10 
days after the veto is sustained. We do 
not need to pass legislation on any 
promise that once it is passed we will 
proceed at once to correct some of the 
weaknesses in it. What we should do, 
in the name of wise statesmanship, Mr. 
President, is to sustain the veto and then 
go to work immediately and endeavor to 
put through Congress legislation which 
will function properly, which will be 
:workable, and which will promote in
dustrial harmony and stability. 

I wish . to say that if the President's 
veto is sustained, within the hour after 
it is sustained, I myself will introduce 
some legislation on the subject, I shall 
introduce legislation which, on the basis 
of the experience gained from the work 
we 'did in the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, will meet the objections 
raised in the veto message arid will give 
us legislation which will be fair, reason
able, and workable. It will give us legis
lation which will equalize the Wagner Act 
and check those labor abuses which em
ployers legitimately protest against. 

But I shall not sit here and vote for 
an early overriding, if it may be that, of 
the President's veto message, until the 
country has an opportunity to be heard 
from in regard to the veto message. As 
a matter of courtesy and consideration 
to the President himself, who will speak 
over the radio tonight, I think we owe 
it to him not to vote on this question un
til the early part of next week. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I object to the 
unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I did 
not know that the Senator from Oregon 
was going to object so abruptly .. I wished 
to ask him to yield to me. However, 
inasmuch as he has objected, I shall not 
ask him to yield now. 

,I wish to make an observation-if the 
Senator from Nebraska will yield to me, 
if he has the floor; or, if he has not, if I 
have.it-

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I think 
I have the floor; but I shall be glad to 
yield to the distinguished minority leader. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I have listened with the 

greatest of interest to the statement 
which has been made by the Senator 
from Oregon: I agree with him abso
lutely with respect to the basis of his 
intense feeling about this legislation. 
The President's message has not only 
confirmed all the objections which I 
raised to this bill when it was originally 
under consideration in the Senate and 
when it later came before the Senate in 
connection with the conference . report, 
it has confirmed not only all the objec
tions which were raised by the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE] and other 

Senators who discussed the proposed leg
islation at length before it was finally 
passed by both Houses of Congress, but 
the President's message has gone be
yond some of the objections which we 
thought of, and which we raised at the 
time when the bill was previously under 
consideration. 

Mr. President, we are confronted with 
a practical legislative situation. After we 
make a further study of this measure, 
carefully and without prejudice, in an 
earnest effort to understand not only the 
legislation which the President has ve
toed but the sincerity with which he has 
done it and the meticulous care he has 
exercised in undertaking to understand 
the effect of the legislation, my own 
judgment is that if after doing so, by 
late in the afternoon tomorrow Senators · 
who voted for the bill are not by that 
time willing to change their minds and 
are not then willing to vote to sustain 
the veto, then I doubt very honestly 
whether a postponement of the vote until 
next week would change a single vote 
by reason of outside pressure brought to 
bear upon the Senate because of a fur
ther study of the mesage on the part 
of the public. 

I have a feeling that tomorrow there 
will be a more representative attendance 
in the Senate than there will be on any 
day next week. That may sound like an 
indictment of the interest of Senators in 
their attendance here, but it is not so 
intended. It is always impossible to have 
all Senators on the floor at one time. 
Exigencies arise which make inescapable 
that some Senators will be absent when 
any vote is taken. I believe that tomor
row afternoon, at the hour suggested, 
there will be a larger attendance of the 
Members of the Senate than there will 
be on any day next week; and I believe 
that our best chance to sustain this veto 
is by having the fullest possible attend
ance of Senators when the hour to vote 
arrives. 

I do not believe that a delay from 5 
o'clock tomorrow afternoon until Mon
day, Tuesday, or even Thursday of next 
week will result in the changing of any 
votes. On the contrary, it is entirely 
possible, taking into consideration the 
human elements which enter into these 
considerations, that a prolonged effort to 
bring pressure on either side upon Sen
ators who have been under long pres
sure, for months, upon the subject, 
might do more harm than good. 

Therefore, although sincerely believ:.. 
ing in the position taken by the Senator 
from Oregon and recognizing his great 
service in this body and in other capac
ities in behalf of labor and his services 
in connection with the interpretation of 
the law as it now exists and his efforts 
to interpret the proposed laws on the 
subject-agreeing entirely with him 
about that-nevertheless, I have the hope 
that the Senate will agree to vote on this 
matter at some hour tomorrow. I say 
that in view of the situation, the unlike
lihood that any greater change would 
take place next week than would take 
place tomorrow-if any changes are 
made in the final vote-by the time to
morrow at wbich it has been proposed 
that the Senate vote, to which proposal 

the Senator from Oregon has objected. 
We all know that seven Senators must 
change their votes if the veto is to be 
sustained. I have not undertaken to in
sert my eyes into the breast of any Sen
ator to see what is going on in his bosom. 
I do not know whether any Senator is 
prepared today, or will be prepared to
morrow or next week, to change his vote, 
or whether a sufficient number of Sen
ators are willing to do so, so as to sus
tain the veto. I fervently hope so. I 
fervently hope that all Senators will read 
the President's message with open mind 
and sincerity and without guile, to try to 
see whether under the conditions which 
he portrays, it would, in their judgment, 
be in the interest of the country for them 
to change their votes-and I refer par
ticularly to the Senators who must 
change their votes if the veto is to be 
sustained. I sincerely and earnestly hope -
that that may take place. 

But, Mr. President, I also sincerely 
and earnestly believe that if that can
not take place by tomorrow, at 5 o'clock 
or some other hour, it will not take place 
by Monday or Tuesday or any other day 
next week. 

Therefore, with the greatest deference 
and with the greatest admiration for the -
position of the Senator from Oregon and 
his sincerity in regard to the matter, I 
earnestly hope that we may reach an 
agreement to vote at some hour tomor
row afternoon, because I believe there 
will be a larger vote tomorrow after
noon-knowing what I do about the sit
uation confronting many Senators
than there will be on any day next week. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I do 
not intend to press unanimous-consent 
requests any further at this t-ime. How
ever, I am very optimistic that we shall 
be able to work out this problem later. 
I was attenmpting to give the opinions 
of, I believe, most of those who feel that 
an early vote on the veto message is 
what they would like to have; and with 
.that end in mind, I have put in some un
tiring efforts, I suggest to the distin
guished minority leader, in trying to ob
tain an agreement as to an hour which I 
thought would be acceptable to everyone 
concerned. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to pay tribute to the Senator from Ne
braska and to other Senators, including 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT], the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. WHITE], and 
other responsible spokesmen on the other 
side of the aisle, for collaborating with 
those of us on this side of th~ aisle in an 
effort to determine whether some agree
able hour might be arrived at, and also 
to see whether Senators might be ac
commodated. I appreciate that effort. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
should like to suggest to the distinguished 
minority leader, and I ask him if it is 
not a fact, that we gave every considera
tion so that all Senators might be in 
attendance, regardless of how they would 
vote. It was our feeling that the hour 
which has already been suggested would 
be the most satisfactory hour. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true; and I 
say, further, that we have made a special 
effort to have Senators now absent be iu. 
attendance here tomorrow afternoon. 
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Mr . . WHERRY. Yes; and we have 

done so regardless of their position on 
this question. 

Mr. BARKLEY. We have done so in 
the case of Senators who now are on 
their way here, and will be here at the 
hour tomorrow afternoon for which the 
vote is suggested, unless some difficulty 
which we do not contemplate and cannot 
foresee arises. 

Mr. P resident, I appreciate all these 
efforts; but I also appreciate that every 
Senator has a right to his own opinion, 
and we cannot avoid the exercise of such 
rights by Senators· who entertain their 
opinions strongly. 

However, I still hope that, notwith
standing the objection which has been 
registered to this request, it may sub
sequently be possible for us to work out 
an agreement. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I as
sociate myself completely with the op
timism expressed by the minority leader, 
who has in many years gone by worked 
out unanimous-consent requests, and I 
shall certainly try again. 

However, in view of the fact that ob
jection has been made, and there are 
those who would like to know what the 
Senate expects to do, I should like to say 
that, with the consent of the Senate, we 
expect to continue on the remainder of 
the afternoon and into a night session 
debating the subject matter at hand. In 
the meantime, we will see what can be 
done toward arriving at an agreement 
on an hour for a vote. 

1 The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass, the objec
tions of the President of the United 
States to the contrary notwithstanding? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I wish 
to compliment the Senator from Oregon 
on the splendid statement he has just 
made. Generally, in an overwhelming 
majority of instances, I have agreed with 
the Senator from Oregon in his actions 
and statements. A time or two I have 
disagreed with what he has done, as in 

. the last election, when he supported dif
ferent candidates than those I supported, 
and spoke for them in the vain hope that 
he was liberalizing the Republican Party. 
I can forgive him, knowing his zeal for 
liberalism and for his party. 

I wish to say, however, Mr. President, 
that I feel that the President's veto mes
sage is the first opportunity the oppo
nents of the labor legislation have had to 
get their point of view across to the coun
tr.y, and, as the Senator from Oregon 
pointed out, it will take several days for 
that point of. view' a very clear explana
tion of the bill, to be broadcast through
out the Nation. The President is taking 
to the radio this evening. I feel that the 
decision we are to make should be post
poned in order that the country may 
have time to digest the very splendid an
alysis of the bill which the President has 
presented to us. 

I might say for myself-of course, I 
cannot presume to speak for the Senator 
from Oregon or for any other Senator
that it would be agreeable to me if a day 
for a vote on the bill could be set some 
time next week. Next week there will be 
a dedication ceremony at Warm Springs, 
Ga. , and many Senatcrs are leaving the 
Capital for that cerc~;_ony, so that it 

seems to me that the only practical day 
for a vote on the bill, when we would have 
a full attendance, would be Thursday of 
next week, when Senators have returned 
from the trip to Warm Springs. 

I have no desire to make an extensive 
speech on the subject. We have said 
about everything that can be said on it in 
the Senate, and what we have to say 
would not get Nation-wide attention and 
change any opinion out yonder. But the 
President's message will. 

However, Mr. President, if it is the plan 
of the majority party to keep us in ses
sion until the bill shall be voted on, I do 
not propose to have it voted on imme
diately. As I have said, my object is not 
to talk. I deplore a filibuster. Of course, 
a filibuster is for the object of killing leg
islation or preventing a vote upon a 
matter. I have no objection to the veto 
message and the bill being laid aside and 
any other legislation being considered, 
and to our having an agreement for the 
vote on a day certain, which I would sug
gest be Thursday of next week. In that 
case I should be perfectly satisfied not to 
talk on the subject any further. 

However, if it is the intent to throw 
down the gauntlet and say, "We are go
ing to vote at the earliest possible mo
ment, and those of you who feel that 
the country should have an opportui1ity 
to ~eact will just have to hold the :fioor," 
I w1ll say that I hope the time will never 
come when I shall be forced to see how 
long I can talk on the floor of the Sen
ate. I do not relish the prospect at all, 
and, as I have said, my remarks would 
not be in the nature of a filibuster to 
prevent action; they would be in the na
ture of delaying the vote until the people 
have had time to think over the matter, 
and let their Senators know their views. 

I am perfectly willing to have the vote 
taken at the time I have suggested, with
out anything at all being said by me. 
But if the only way by which we can 
delay the vote until the full import of 
the measure gets across to the country, 
by way of the President's thorough, calm, 
coolly reasoned · message-if the only 
way we can delay the vote so that that 
may happen is by talking, then I say, Mr. 
President, I shall talk, I shall talk at 
length, and I think that I can talk at 
considerable length if I am compelled 
to do so. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass, the objec
tions of the President of the United 
States to the contrary notwithstanding? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

J'he PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. It is my understand
ing that the vote on the bill which has 
been vetoed takes precedence over any 
other business of the Senate? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. WHERRY. And that if any other 
business is to be transacted, it must be 
done by unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It 
can be done by motion. 

Mr. WHERRY. On motion or by 
unanimous consent? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Yes. 

Mr. WHERRY. Objection to any 
other business is in order, and the vote 
on the labor bill on its- reconsideration 
is the pending question and has the 
right of way? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a few 
minutes ago a unanimous-consent re
quest was presented to the Senate. Re
serving the right to object, the Senator 
from Oregon gave his reasons as to why 
he thought he should file his objections. 
Is the junior Senator from ·oregon cor
rect in his understanding that when he 
made that response to the question of 
the Chair as to whether there was objec
tion to the unanimous-consent request, 
he did not sacrifice any of his rights un
der the rule to speak twice on the same 
legislative day on the pending business? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair would rule that the Senator was 
speaking on the unanimous-consent re
quest only. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, apropos 
of the question as to the time for a vote, 
I believe that it probably would be an 
injustice to some of the Members of the 
Senate if a vote were to be had, tomorrow 
afternoon, although I would have been 
perfectly willing to agree to such a time 
for a vote if there could have been gen
eral accord. 

It is known, however, that Senators are 
en route back to Washington, some from 
other countries. • Some of those Sena
tors have been vitally interested in the 
legislation which is the subject of the 
veto message, and other legislation of a 
similar character. I think that within 
reasonable limits· every Member of this 
body is entitled to vote on 'vital matters 
of legislation, and especially when the 
matter is of sueh far-reaching signifi
cance as is the matter before us, and 
where the issue is whether a veto of the 
President of the United States shall be 
overridden or. sustained. 

So far as I have heard from the Sena
tors who made objection, or indicated a 
desire for delay, they have not specified 
any time next week, and it seems to me 
it might be possible that a vote could be 
taken the early part of the week. I sug
gest to the leadership the consideration 
of that possibility, if no agreement for an 
earlier vote can be achieved. 

I agree thoroughly with what has been 
said about the importance of the labor 
bill, and the right of the American people, 
in a democracy, to knov: what the Presi
dent has said and what the measure in
volves. Do Senators realize that this is 
just one sentence in the President's mes
sage: 

I find that this bill is completely contrary 
to that national policy of economic freedom. 

In instance after instance the Presi
dent has said that the measure goes to 
the essential democracy of America. 
Surely, when we are to make a decision 
of such great import, it does not have 
to be done on a week end, with Senators 
scattered all over the country, and some 
in foreign countries, on official missions. 

Surely, Mr. President, a matter of that 
importance can be determined in one of 
the early days of next week. The Chair 
has advised that this measure can be 
laid aside on motion or by unanimous 
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consent. I know of nobody disposed to 
object to a motion or to a request for 
unanimous consent to lay this bill aside, 
so that a vote may be had at an agreed 
time. That will not therefore delay the 
progress of Senate business, for we can 
begin immediately, if we could make such 
an agreement, to consider anything else 
the leadership of the majority desires to 
bring before the Senate. 

I realize that we are not going to per
suade one another with what we say 
here upon this measure. I never saw 
the message or had a chance to examine 
it, until it was being read from the ros
trum here. I do not know whether any 
other Senator had a preview of themes
sage; but I dare say many did not, if 
any at all. Yet we are asked to vote 
upon a measure of that vital importance, 
without a chance reflectively even to read 
the President's message; certainly, with
out the people of the country having a 
chance to see it and to manifest their 
opinion to the Congress. 

Mr. President, the people of the coun
try under our Constitution have a right 
to petition Congress; they have a right 
to assemble, and to address their public 
officers. If we decide this matter before 
they have a chance to exercise that right, 
we, for all practical purposes, thwart a 
provision of the people's Constitution. I 
think the people of the country are vital
ly interested in this legislation. I think 
that every man, woman, boy, and girl in 
America has a stake in how this issue is 
decided. I think, Mr. President, that 
this bill is contributing to the momen
tum that the country is already acquir
ing down the road to another depres
sion. Surely, that will strike at the 
heart of every business enterprise, every 
financial institution, the integrity of ev
ery home, the job of every working man 
and woman in America. 

Mr. President, the President of the 
United States says the issue of democ
racy and economic freedom is involved 
in this legislation. Surely, the American 
people, upon legislation of such vast im
portance, have a right to be heard, have 
a right to manifest their opinion. 

The President has emphasized in his 
message what the b111 does to our politi
cal rights in our cherished democracy. 
He says, in the latter part of the mes
sage, that the bill would make it unlaw
ful for a labor-union newspaper to write 
an editorial opposing or favoring candi
dates for public office. He emphasizes, 
Mr. President, that it would be unlawful, 
as the Senator from Ohio said here upon 
this floor it would be, for a labor leader, 
if his time were paid for by his union, 
to speak to the people on the radio about 
a publ.ic issue, about a party, or about a 
candidate for public office. 

Mr. President, the President points out 
that the corporations of America own 
the newspapers -and own the radio sta
tions. They have access to the public 
ear all the time. Yet, to deny the work
ing people a right to speak through the 
leadership of their unions, which they 
may pay for with their hard-earned 
wages, to deny a union newspaper a right 
to exptess its opinion, to deny a labor 
union the right to issue · pamphlets for 
those they think favorable to the cause 
of labor and the public interest, is to 

strike at the very heart of political de
mocracy as well as economics in Amer
ica. Yet that is what the President of 
the United States says the bill does. 
That is a serious matter, Mr. President. 
It is not an irresponsible columnist; it 
is not a radio commentator; it is not a 
partisan; it is the Chief Magistrate of 
the United States who, in a solemn veto 
message, has proclaimed those senti
ments and convictions to the Congress 
and to the country. 

Yes, Mr. President, the President has 
said that the bill goes far beyond the 
question of labor disputes in America; it 
transcends partisanship; it goes beyond 
the effort of one class to gain the ascend
ancy over another; he says it goes to 
Americanism, Mr. President, to the very 
fundamenta~ of our political and eco
nomic structure. 

These are just the last few paragraphs 
in summary of the message: 

The most fundamental test which I have 
applied to this bill is whether it would 
strengthen or weaken American democracy 
in the present critical hour. This bill is per
haps the most serious economic and social 
legislation of the past decade. Its effects
for good or ill-would be felt for decade'!! to 
come. 

I have concluded-

Continued the President-
that the bill is a clear threat to the suc
cessful working of our democratic society. 

One of the major lessons of recent world 
history-

, Says the President-
is that free and vital trade-unions are a 
strong bulwark against the growth of totali
tarian movements. 

Let me interpolate there, Mr. Presi
dent. As Senators will recall, it was 
brought out at Nuremberg that iri his 
effort to accomplish totalitarianism, the 
three objectives of Hitler were to destroy 
the church, destroy the labor unions, and 
to persecute the Jew. I am quoting fur
ther from the President's message: 

We must, therefore, be everlastingly alert 
that in striking at union abuses we do not 
destroy the contribution which unions make 
to our democratic strength. 

The President says further: 
This bill would go far toward weakening 

our trade-union movement. And it would 
go far toward destroying our national unity. 
By raising barriers between labor and man
agement and by i~jecting political consider
ations into normal economic decisions, it 
would invite them to gain their ends through 
direct political action. I think it would be 
exceedingly dangerous to om· country to de
velop a class basis for political action. 

The President says further: 
I cannot emphasize too strongly the tran

scendent importance of the United States in 
the world today as a force for freedom and 
peace. We cannot be strong internationally 
if our national unity and our productive 
strength are hindered at home. Anything 
which weakens our economy or weakens the 
unity of our people-as I am thoroughly con
vinced this bill would dcr--1 cannot approve. 

In my message on the state of the Union 
which I submitted to the Congress in Janu
ary 1947, I recommended a step-by-step ap
proach to the subject of labor legislation. 
I specifically indicated the problems which 
we should treat immediately. I recom
Jllended that, before going on to other prob
lems, a careful, thorough, and nonpartisan 

investigation should be made, covering the 
entire field of labor-management relations. 

The bill now before me reverses this pro
cedure. It would make drastic changes in 
our national labor policy first, and would 
provide for investigation afterward. 

There is still a genuine opportunity for 
the enactment of appropriate labor legisla
tion this session. I still feel that the rec
-ommendations which I expressed in the 
state of the Union message constitute an 
adequate basis for legislation which is mod
erate in spirit and which relates to known 
abuses. 

For the compelling reasons I have set forth, 
I return H. R. 3020 without my approval. 

Mr. President, this veto message is a 
document that will go down in history as 
thoroughly American in its every word 
and line. 

I have regretted to see on the other 
side of the aisle such a degree of 
unanimity in expressing a determina
tion to pass this legislation. It may be 
that the majority party will say that it 
has a mandate from the people. It is 
strange to me, Mr. President, that the 
people should have given a mandate for 
the destruction of their fundamental 
economic and political interests. But if 
the majority party feels that it has a 
mandate, and it wishes to make a politi
cal issue of economic democracy in 
America, then I think the challenge can 
well be accepted. 

I believe that this measure presents 
an issue as clear as the noonday sun. 
In voting on this measure I think Sen
ators disclose where their sympathies 
lie and on which side they desire to be 
aligned in the industrial struggle be
tween the masses of the people and the 
privileged corporate few in America. I 
am not in any sense of the word dis
paraging the opinions or impugning the 
motives of any other Senator. I am only 
expressing my own views as to the issues, 
as I see them disclosed in the legislation. 

As a Democrat, I am proud that a 
Democratic President had the courage 
to say "No" to this effort to hamstring 
the working people of America, and to 
hurl the Nation into another economic 
abyss and pull down with us the rest of 
the world. At a time when General 
Marshall is talking about our strength 
being measured at home, when former 
President Hoover is saying, "Let us see 
how much we ean afford to give to 
Europe and the rest of the world," here 
before us is a measure action upon which 
will help determine how much we can 
afford to give to the people of the devas
tated countries and to others in need. 
At a time when everything possible 
should be done to strengthen our econ
omy, we find before us a proposal which 
if enacted would result in weakening 
rather than strengthening our economy, 
and instead of our production being in .. 
creased, would result in its dwindling into 
a trickle. 

That-is the reason why the President 
says that what we now do is of vital 
concern not only to America but to 
democracy in the world. As a Demo
cratic Senator I am proud that a major
ity of those on this side of the aisle
and I make this as a prediction-will be 
found sustaining a Democratic Presi
dent in the magnificent veto message 
which we have just heard read from the 
rostrum. 
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Mr. President, I do not think there is 
_ anything extraordinary about the way 

the two parties by their majorities have 
alined themselves. I think it siiJlply 
represents the customary division in 
point of view between the parties. I 
think the majority party is still express
ing the philosophy of its recognized 
founder, Alexander Hamilton. It still 
believes that the best kind of a tax bill is 
the bill that gives the principle benefit to 
the privileged few. We on this side of 
the aisle do not have such a belief. That 
is the reason Senators on this side of 
the aisle generally opposed the recent 
tax bill. We believe that if we are to 
give tax relief we should give it first to 
those who need it most. Even before 
that, perhaps we should pay our debts 
when we have the money with which to 
pay. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will 
the Sen a tor yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. MURRAY. And when the public 

were able to understand the meaning of 
the tax bill they, too, rejected it, accord
ing to polls which were taken through
out the country. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is abso
lutely correct We were assailed by a 
great clamor and a great tumult, and had 
we been persuaded by it we would al
most una:nimously have adopted the tax 
proposal which was submitted to us. But 
when the people had a chance to analyze 
it, when they had a chance to see whose 
nests it feathered, that the nests it feath
ered were the already downy nests of 
the privileged, they said, "Well, that is 
a different kind of a tax bill from what 
we thought i~ was. We thought it was 
proposed to give all of us tax relief; that 
the burdens upon all our backs were to 
be lightened by Congress." "But when 
they saw the bill they found out that the 
back.:> that were to have the burdens lift
ed from them were the bacl{s that were 

· almost erect. and the backs that were 
bent over by · burdens were hardly given 
any relief at all. 
· The House passed the tax bill, and the 
Senate passed it, but the President, as 
in the present case, had the wisdom and 
the courage to veto it, to stand against 
the clamor of those who did not under
stand the kind of a bill Congress had en
acted. But when the President vetoed 
it and in a message which plainly showed 
what the bill would do, the House of 
Representatives sustained his veto. 

As the Senator from Montana has in
timated, there was a Gallup poll taken, 
and what did it show? It showed that 
the majority of the American people 
agreed we were right in opposing the 
tax bill. I cannot escape the force of 
the analogy here. The people thought_ 
this was a labor bill which ought to be 
enacted; that there were abuses by labor 
leaders and by irresponsible labor mem
bers which should be corrected; that the · 
country should be protected against any 
excesses, or against grievous emergen
cies, or against flagrant violation of the 
public interest. Of course, people 
thought we should have legislation with 
those objectives. Everybody thinks so, 
or s.bould think so. And, naturally, hav
ing confidence in their Congress, which 
all the newspapers told them was doing 

the just and necessary thing, they be
lieved Congress was enacting wise and 
necessary legislation. Remember, the 
newspapers generally are corporate em
ployers, and are not for the workers of 
America. From what the newspapers 
told the people they thought that this 
was that kind of a labor bill. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. TAYLOR. I should like to call to 

the Senator's mind what happened in 
this Chamber last year. The circum
stances were reversed, however, We had 
a message from the President advocating 
drastic action in the matter of labor re
lations, and the House did the very same 
thing that has happened there today. 
They rushed that legislation through in 
a few minutes, if Senator~will remem
ber, and then when it came to the Senate 
the predictions were that the same thing 
would happen here. But we kept it from 
coming to a head for a little while, and 
on second, sober thought we reversed the 
matter here. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Is the Senator 

from Idaho referring to the bill that was 
proposed by the President of the United 
States last year to draft labor into the 
Army of the United States? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. The bill which 

came over from the House and was ad
vocated by the majority party, and which 
was blocked on the ftoor of the Senate 
by the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
TAFT]? Is that the bill to which the 
Senator refers? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I refer to the bill 
which was blocked by a number of Sen
ators. I would not give the credit to the 
Senator from Ohio. I remember at the 
time that it happened I was reading the 
bill at my desk, and as I went through it 
I found it to be very distressing, and I 
finally came to the last paragraph which 
provided that, in addition to other things 
that would happen, all profit from in
dustries while they were in the hands of 
the Government would go to the Govern
ment, and I leaned over to the Senator 
next to me-l have forgotten who he 
was, as we have moved around a little bit 
since then-and I said, "The Republi
cans will never agree to the bill when 
they read the last paragraph." At that 
time I looked over and saw that the Sen
ator from Ohio was just finishing read
ing the bill, and when he read the last 
paragraph he hit the beiling, and his 
fist hit the desk, and he was bitterly 
opposed to that labor legislation which 
would take the profits away from the 
big industrialists. So, yes; I am happy 
to say the Senator from Ohio opposed· 
the legislation. 

I want to call that situation to mind, 
in order to remind Senators that it is 
not good to act in too great haste. Per
haps if we argue the matter long enough 
we will find that the legislation before us 
might take some profits from somebody, 
and that would indeed win converts to 
our side. I frankly feel that it would 
take profits from every industrialist, 
from every little businessman, from 

every farmer, because it would create 
uncounted labor disputes, and when 
business stagnates naturally everyone 
loses profits. I feel that as soon as the 
farmers and small businessmen of Amer
ica realize what this is. going to mean 
they will add their voices in protest to 
the voices of those who labor with their 
hands for a living. I am confident that 
that will have a considerable effect on 
t he final outcome. 

As I have said, I have no desire to 
indulge in a filibuster. All I want is 
time for the President's message to get 
to the people. If they tall~ it over and 
let their Representatives in Congress 
know how they feel, I believe that those 
Representatives can in all good con
science change their votes and help to 
sustain the veto. I ain confident that 
many Senators have voted on this ques
tion thinking that they were reftect ing 
the will of the people back home when, 
in truth, the people back home were not 
informed. I believe that the Representa
tives in Congress of the people should 
be given full credit for wanting to rep
resent the will of the people. · 

I thank the Senator from Florida for 
yielding. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the able Sen
ator from Idaho. 

I was saying that I had observed with 
some pride-pardonable, I hope-the 
stand of the Democratic membership of 
this body. I speak, of course, of the 
majority of the Democratic membership. 
We do not always have unanimity in 
either party. I am willing that my party 
should be judged, as I suppose the ma
jority party is willing to be judged, by 
the action of the majority of its mem
bers. 

I am proud to recall what the action 
of t he two parties was with respect to 
price control. Some Democrats voted to 
eliminate price control; but if we consult 
the RECORD we find, I believe with one 
exception, that in all the many votes the 
majority of the people's party stood on 
the side of the people in the matter of 
protecting their standard of living 
against inftationary prices and profits. 

So in this case it seems to me perfectly 
natural that the party which follows the 
philosophy of Alexander Hamilton should 
believe that the rich, the well-born, and 
the privileged occupy a little higher place 
in the hierarchy of democrc.cy than do 
the ordinary run-of-the-mill people. 
N9,turally that kind of a philosophy would 
lead an exponent of that faith to see 
first the employEr rather than the em
ployee; the large corporation, the colos
sus astride a nation's economy, with its 
tentacles extending around the world, in
stead of the humble men and women who 
answer the whistle and who es,t their 
lunches in the plant at noon out of their 
little buckets. Naturally one who ad
heres to that belief will read the news
paper editorials published by corporate 
publishers to see what their opinions are, 
and will heed them more than they do 
the murmurings and the inarticulate 
mutterings of the humble people of 
America. 

So 'it is not 5Urprising that we divide 
in the Senate as we are divided on this 
issue. The party which follows the doc

- trine of Thomas Jefferson, which be-
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lieves in the dignity of the people, has no 
place to go except to the defense of the 
people, as their President has gone to 
their defense, and as a majority of their 
party in the Senate is going to their de
fense in the final vote upon this veto 
message. 

Why do I say that this involves the 
masses of the people? Because if the 
bill had its right name it would be called 
a bill to cheapen labor in America. If 
wages rise, that cuts down profits. 
There are some employers who are so 
greedy that they are not willing to pay 
the worker a fair wage, because that 
would cut down their profits a little. 

· Mr. President, is this a depression? 
Are profits so dwarfed and dwindled 
that they are a mere trickle, so that the 
stream must be enlarged? No, Mr. 
President; the river of corporate profits 
in America today is at an all-time flood, 
and corporate profits are going up. In 
1946 corporate profits in America in
creased $3,000,000,000, but what hap
pened to salaries and wages? In the 
same period, while corporate profits 
went up $3,000,000,000, salaries and 
wages went down $5,000,000,000. Yet it 
is sought to impose a labor bill on the 
workers of America which would make 
it impossible for their unions to main
tain the wages which they are receiving 
today. Is that in the public interest? 
Does not that mean that the living level 
of the people is involved? 

Mr. President, this bill relates to calo
ries. It relates to the very food on the 
family table, for the children who come 
there in the innocent belief that they 
will be provided for, in the richest coun
try in the world. 

Mr. President, the bill involves the 
health and lives of men, women, and 
children in America. During the debate 
on the bill I gave, from certain reports, 
reliable :figures which showed that peo
ple with inadequate wages received less 
medical care, that more were ill, and that 
a greater number died than was true of 
the class in which income was adequate. 

There may be some who would not be 
moved by that kind of an appeal, al
though it is difficult for me to conceive 
it if they really understood what was in
volved. This measure affects the. pros
perity of the Nation in every aspect of 
our economy. 

Let us take a case which is close to my 
heart, the citrus industry of my State of 
Florida. I speak not only for Florida 
but for the citrus industry of the whole 
Nation. During this week, representa
tives of the citrus industry in Texas, Ari
zona, California, and Florida have been 
meeting to try to find some way to pro
tect the price level of our product, which 
is so meaningful to the economies of our 
States, and to find some market abroad 
for the volume of citrus fruit whic.h we 
are producing. 

What is beginning to hurt us, Mr. Pres
ident, is the dwindling purchasing power 
of tlie American, worker. If the Ameri
can worker and the people generally are 
able to buy, of course they will enjoy the 
grapefruit, the oranges, the tangerines, 
and the canned fruit juices which we 
produce in our several States. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. TAYLOR. We all know that 

citrus fruits are a necessity. During the 
depression I saw piles of oranges in 
California 10 feet high and half a mile 
long, laid out to rot. If · anyone had 
taken one he would have been arrested 
for stealing; and yet at that very mo
ment millions of children were growing 
up with rickets, as was attested by the 
statistics obtained from our selective
service files. Many men suffered from 
physical defects caused by a lack of the 
necessary vitamins during youth. 

Of course, some persons consider 
citrus fruits were an absolute luxury. If 
we had .to choose between· meat, let us 
say, and citrus fruits, we might give up 
citrus fruits first. When I was a qoy 
citrus fruits were an absolute luxury. If 
I saw one orange a month I was very 
lucky. I could probably remember the 
times when I had an orange to eat when 
I was a child. 

But does the Senator know that not 
only citrus fruit, but milk, is involved? 
Milk is the most basic necessity for the 
welfare and health of our children, 'to 
say nothing of adults. The consumption 
of milk, at least in Pittsburgh or Phila
delphia, I read the other day, has fallen 
off 7 percent. There can be no other 
reason for that than that the workers 
are not receiving sufficient money to buy 
this. most urgent necessity. If that is 
happening to them in the case of milk, 
God help the citrus growers. While 
citrus fruit is a wonderful food and 
should be a necessity, it does not rank 
so high on the list as does milk; and if 
people cannot even a1ford to buy milk for 
their children, there will be a lot of suf • 
ferers among producers because of lack 
of return on their crops, and it will be a 
very costly thing to our Government to 
maintain support prices. 

All this is directly trac.ea.ble to the fact 
that the worker's actual take-home pay 
.has been dwindling while profits have 
been increasing. We know that the 
people who make-the profits have all the 
citrus fruit they want and all the milk 
they want. They. have had all the milk 
and citrus fruit that they wanted all the 
time, and they are not going to buy any 
more. It is a very serious thing which 
strikes at the foundations of our econ
omy, because this bill would cripple and 
possibly ruin labor unions and make it 
impossible for them to recoup the losses 
they have sustained in the way of pur
chasing power. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator 
from Idaho. -

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wanted to say to 
the able Senator from Florida that I 
shall not at this time, as a matter of 
courtesy to him, make a point of order 
relative to his haVing spoken twice on 
the same subject on the same legislative 
day; but since the able Senator from 
Idaho has at least given the implication 
that he is willing to conduct a filibuster 
to prevent the Senate from coming to a 

vote on this question, I must in the future 
advise the able Senator from Florida 
that unless he yields only for a question 
I shall have to make that point of order·. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President-
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Let the 

Chair make a brief statement. The 
Chair feels that if the rules are to be 
strictly enforced there should be notice 
that they are to be strictly enforced. We 
have· been proceeding under our natural 
process this afternoon, and up to this 
point the Chair would not consider it 
necessary to enforce the strict rule in 
respect to speeches and yielding to ques
tions. If we are to proceed on the other 
basis, the Chair needs notification also. 
Therefore the Chair suggests to the Sen
ator from Florida that he yield no fur
ther except for questions. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, while 
the matter is under discussion I should 
like a ruling of the Chair, and I hope it 
may be .an indulgent one characteristic 
of his usual courtesy and generosity. 
This is, in fact, only the first speech of 
the Senator from Florida on this matter, 
because the Chair will recall that the 
Senator from Florida was addressing the 
Senate when the acting majority leader 
asked him to yield in order to present a 
unanimous-consent request. Then the 
Senator from Oregon, taking advantage 
of that request, addressed himself to the 
subject temporarily. The Senator from 
Florida had not intended to relinquish 
the floor, but the Senator from Idaho 
rose to say something on the same point; 
and the faCt that he, as did the ,Senator 
from Oregon, digressed technically a 
little bit from the rule-

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. So 
able a parliamentarian as the Senator 
from Florida does not need to be re
minded that there are other ways of ob
taining recognition. The Chair may say 
that if a filibuster is undertaken or an 
e1fort to indulge in one is undertaken, 
the Chair is quite ready to enforce the 
rules. But that is not the usual custom. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator from 
Florida has participated in only one fili
buster since he has been a Member of 
the Senate, and that pas been for nearly 
11 years. He does not expect to partici
pate in another. It is not a filibuster to 
have 2 or 3 days of debate. _So far as I 
am concerned, I was willing to vote on 
Saturday, and I am willing to vote on 
Monday; but on a matter of such impor
tance as is the veto message of the Presi
dent of the United States, which directly 
affects the whole economy and the polit
ical life of the Nation, surely 2 or 3 days 
could not be considered an extraordinary 
time for the discussion of it on both sides 
of the aisle. So I can assure the Chair 
that the Senator from Florida is in no 
sense of the word going to be a party to 
any filibuster. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I will yield if the Sena
tor from California [Mr. KNOWLAND] will 
not raise a point of order. I do not want 
to be called out of order. 

Mr. TAFT. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
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Mr. TAFT. Does the Senator realize 
that twice we have debated every point 
that is contained in the President's veto 
message? I have been over it, and there 
is not a new thing in it. Does not the 
Senator realize that sooner or later we 
must stop debating measures which come 
before the Senate? This measure was 
debated in full when it was originally be
fore the Senate and it was again debated 
in full when the conference report was 
considered. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am 
sure that the Senator from Ohio, able 
constitutional lawyer that he is, would 
not deprecate the importance and ignore 
the difference in the issues presented to 
the Congress when we have a Presiden
tial veto and when we ·are debating legis
lation for passage by the body itself. 
Surely the Constitution of the United 
States vested in the Chief Magistrate of 
this land the veto power with the expec
tation that it would be solemnly regarded 
and observed by the American Congress 
and by the country. That was an ex
traordinary authority to give the Chief 
Magistrate of the land. But the Consti
tution gave it to him. So I think, Mr. 
President, if there were nothing involved 
except whether or not the veto of the 
President of the United States, elected 
by the whole people, should be overrid
den, that alone would be a worthy and 
proper subject of discussion by the Sen
ate of the United States, which still likes 
to cherish its world-wide reputation of 
being the greatest deliberative body in 
the world. 

Moreever, the President has been able 
to bring to bear upon this measure a 
degree of scrutiny and a thoroughness 
of examination which has not in the past 
been available to the Senate. I will 
wager, Mr. President, that there has been 
no report submitted to the Senate by 
the committee of which the able Senator 
from Ohio is the chairman, that com
pares in thoroughness of analysis or' this 
measure with the veto message of the 
President of the United States. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I will yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. TAFT. The veto message goes 
over, point by point, the points raised in 
a memorandum put into the RECORD by 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MuR
RAY], to each item of which the Senator 
will find an answer which I put into the 
RECORD. Does not the Senator think that 
the veto message substantially and in de
tail follows the Pressman memorandum 
which the Senator from Montana put 
into the RECORD? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I cannot 
attribute any reason for the question 
asked by the Senator from Ohio except 
the innuendo that Lee Pressman afforded 
the basis for this Presidential veto, which 
I deny with all the indignation of which 
I am capable. It is an unworthy insinu
ation. Unless the Senator from Ohio has 
the fact he should make no such charge; 
if he has such information I should like 
him to tell his colleagues of the Senate 
the basis of his information. 

Mr. TAFT. Will the Senator yield fur
ther? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I made no such charge. 
What I suggested was that if the Sen
ator would read in the RECORD the Press
man memorandum, which was put into 
the RECORD by the distinguished Senator 
from Montana, and also put into the 
RECORD by one of the House Members, the 
Senator will find that the veto message 
follows it almost point by point. I am 
not suggesting that other things were 
not also considered; but I think the Sen
ator will find that they are very similar. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield for a question. 
That is all I am permitted to do, under 
the rule. 

Mr. MURRAY. I will ask the Senator 
if it is not a fact that I introduced not 
an analysis made by Lee Pressman, ·but 
a very thorough and impartial analysis 
which was prepared for me, at my_ re
quest, by the National Labor Relations 
Board and which was inserted in the 
RECORD in connection with my remarks 

, at the time I discussed the bill during 
tpe debate? 

Mr. PEPPER. I was going to say to 
the Senator from Ohio that I had never 
seen ~ny memorandum put into the 
RECORD by the Senator from Montana 
as coming from Mr. Lee Pressman, gen
eral counsel of the CIO. I will answer 
the question of the Senator from Mon
tana. My understanding is that the 
memorandum about which the Senator 
from Ohio was speaking was prepared by 
the National Labor Relations Board and 
not by Mr. Lee Pressman: I have seen 
no Lee Pressman memorandum pre
sented here on the Senate floor, and I 
have not seen one privately or publicly. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Would it be parlia
mentary for the Senator from Florida to 
yield to me in qrder that I might ask a 
question of the Senator from California? 

The PRESIDENT pro teMpore. The 
Chair does not think so. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I cannot do that? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Not 

under this new regime. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent for permission to ask 
a question of the Senator from Florida. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and the Senator can submit his question. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I simply wish to ask the 
Senator from Florida whether he thinks 
that it ill behooves the Senator to inter
rupt the discussion on the floor and to 
insist upon strict observance of the rules 
when we are discussing the necessity of 
citrus fruit in the diet of the people of 
this country, inasmuch as the Senator 
comes from a great citrus-raising State, 
the State of California. 

Mr . . PEPPER. Mr. President, I am 
grateful to the Senator from Idaho for 
reminding the Senator from California 
of his own great interest in the citrus in
dustry. I am sure he would not con
sciously do anything to its detriment. 

Mr. President, I say that the President 
of the United States has access to sources 
of information which we ourselves do 
not have available. I am informed that 

only today the President has stated that 
he had from three to five independent 
agencies make an independent search 
and analysis of this bill and make an in
dependent response to him, and that 
then he took all those responses and re
examined and reanalyzed this measure 
and molded that opinion with his own 
into the veto message. 

So, Mr. President, I am glad to have 
the Senator from Ohio state that he did 
not intend to imply or insinuate that 
Mr. Lee Pressman or any other labor 
leader or labor-interested person had 
any part in the preparat ion of the Presi-

- dent's veto message. All of us have been 
reading in the newspapers statements to 
the effect that the President has refused 
to talk to representatives of either one 
side or the other in regard to this ques
tion. The newspapers carry the infor
mation that the President did the same 
thing with respect to Democratic Party 
officials who yesterday in his office sought 
to discuss the subject with him; he cut 
them rather curtly short. I read in the 
newspapers and I heard from those who 
were there that he said he hz.d not dis
cussed this matter with either labor or 
management, and that he would not dis
cuss it with any public officials; and I 
do not know of any Democratic officials 
with whom he has discussed it. 

But, Mr. President, I was saying that 
this matter is vital to the country, and 
I was speaking of the vital importance of 
this measure to the citrus industry of my 
State, and I was pointing out that the 
problem we have today is due, essentially, 
to the diminished purchasing power of 
the people of the United States. Be
tween January 1945 and December 1946 
the actual wages of the workers of this 
countrY-taking into account inflation 
and the increased cost of what they had 
to buy-diminished 22 percent, or more 
than one-fifth. Let me digress here to 
say that yesterday in the S::mate we 
hurried through, with only a few minutes 
of debate, a bill which will have the 
practical effect of immediately raising 
rents 15 percent for a large segment of 
the people of the United States, and in 
the course of a few months will eliminate 
all semblance of rent control in the 
United States; we did that just yester
day, here in the Senate; so it is not sur
prising that the following day an at
tempt should be made to strike an even 
greater blow to the homes in America 
and the standard of living of the Ameri-
can people. ~ 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. MURRAY. I should like to ask 

the Senator whether it is not a fact that 
it was the diminished purchasing power 
of the American workers, following the 
last war, that brought on the great de
pression which put 16,000,000 men on the 
sidewalks in the United States, looking 
for jobs. 

Mr. PEPPER. It was; and I thank 
the Senator from Montana for his in
quiry, because he has stated exactly what 
former Gov. Harold Stassen, of Minne
sota, said to the Senate Labor and Pub
lic Welfare Committee, namely, that it 
was the diminished purchasing power of 
the workers of America, due to hostile 
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labor policies on the part of the Govern
ment, that contributed very matetially 
to the depression of the late twenties. 

Now we are asked to adopt similar pol
icies, and I affirm that they will have 
similar results, as Governor Stassen 
stated when he gave his testimony to the 
Senate committee. 

So, Mr. President, if we wish to in
crease the intensity of the recession, 
which already is under way, all we have 
to do is to cut down the ability of the 
American people to buy goods, and that 
will be the result. 

I do not know why more people are 
not sufficiently wise to understand the 
correctness of what Mr. Cyrus Eaton, a 
leading businessman, pointed out in re
cent interviews to which I have referred. 
I do not know why the greed and the 
avarice of a few people in the United 
States will let them act contrary to their 
own economic interest. I know there is 
not an employer of labor in the United 
States who will not be worse off, if this 
bill becomes law, than he is today. Not 
only that, Mr. President, but there is not 
a market in the United States that would 
be as secure and as adequate for goods 
and services as it is now, before this bill 
has become law. 

So I am disturbed about what is hap
pening to our economy. Today, if we go 
to practically any part of our country, 
and ask the people what is happening, 
they will give us evidence of a returning 
recession. They will show us rising un
employment; they will show us dimin .. 
ished markets for agricultural products; 
they will show us more and more working 
people with reduced wages and earnings; 
they will show us one sign after another 
indicating that the structure of the pres
ent prosperity is gradually being under
mined and that the foundations are be
ing eaten away by the kind of termites 
that are in accord with the policy embod
ied in this bill, which some persons wish 
to hurry through the Senate by passing 
it over the President's veto. 

Mr. President, let us remember, as I 
have said many times before, that the 
American people are still a poor people. 
Of course, some persons say that the 
labor unions have been getting too much 
money for the workers and are cutting 
profits too much, and are interfering 
more than they should with management. 
Yet, Mr. President, the statistics of the 
Treasury Department reveal that ap
proximately half the families of America 
make less than $40 a week. What kind 
of a house can a family making $40 a 
week live in, and what kind of diet can 
they have, and how much medicine can 
they buy, and how much doctor's care 
can they receive, and how many of the 
clothes which they require are they able 
to purchase? What can they lay aside 
for a rainy economic day? 

Mr. President, it is said that certainly 
they must have a lot of money now. How
ever, we remember what the Federal Re
serve Board discovered only a short time 
ago, namely, that two out of five Ameri
cans then had-and that was last year
total liquid savings of less than $40. It 
is upon such American workingmen that 
this iniquitous antilabor legislation is 
proposed to be saddled. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I ·yield. 
Mr. MURRAY. Is it not true that 

installment buying is on the increase 
because the people have not the cur
rent income sufficient to enable them to 
pay cash for the things they need? 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is abso
lutely correct. He will recall that I put 
in the RECORD a little while ago a state
ment from the Wall Street Journal giv
ing a long summary of all the many 
signs that were present in our economy 
of the recession I described a moment 
ago. One was the increase in install
ment buying. Do not Senators recall 
the increase in installment buying in the 
1920's, what it led to, and what it pre
ceded? 

Another sign is the sale of savings 
bonds, the sale of E bonds which the 
people bought during the war. They 
have been sold in great volume. Dimin
ished savings on the part of the people 
in dollars are another sign: 

Certainly there are some Senators on 
this floor who ' especially should be in
terested. I am reminded, for instance 
the distinguished Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. CAPEHART], who makes the wonder
ful Capehart radio machine. Surely he 
wants every family to have a Capehart, 
big or little. They cannot even have a 
little Capehart in the family if the fam
ily income is not adequate so that they 
are able to purchase something of such 
excellent quality as a Capehart. 

Mr. President, we should stop, look, 
and listen today in our economy. We 
are talking about saving Europe. More 
and more Senators are becoming con
cerned about what is going to happen to 
the economy of the United States of 
America. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. I should like to ask 

the Senator whether he is opposed to 
installment selling. 

Mr. PEPPER. I am not opposed to 
installment selling, but if it grows beyond 
a normal volume, it may have a signifi
cance because, after all, it is buying on 
credit. There are two kinds of people 
who buy on credit, in my humble opin
ion: One is the person who uses credit 
wisely; the other is the one who uses 
credit as a way of getting something he 
cannot otherwise afford. If it is carried 
too far, it becomes a danger signal rather 
than something healthy for our economy. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the Senator 
agree with me that through installment 
selling in America millions and millions 
of our people have been able to enjoy 
refrigerators, modern equipment, auto
mobiles, pianos, and the like? 

Mr. PEPPER. I do agree. Nearly 
every automobile I have owned I have 
bought on the installment plan. 

Mr. CAPEHART. What is the objec
tion, then, to the fact that installment 
sales are rising? That means that some
one is able to purchase an item for his 
own use which, in turn, gives employ
ment to somebody else who makes it. 

Mr. PEPPER. Yes; but we found out, 
dw·ing the days preceding the last de-

pression, that when it goes too far it is 
a danger signal instead of a sign of 
health in our economy. -

There will always be a certain number 
of people who will buy on the install
ment plan, and who can afford to, but 
if it goes beyond the normal number who 
should participate in that kind of credit, 
as I have said, it indicates diminished 
savings and diminished buying power, 
and becomes a danger signal to the 
health of the whole economy. 

Mr. CAPEHART. How does the Sen
ator propose to control it? 

Mr. PEPPER. I propose to control it 
by making it possible for more people 
to pay more nearly in cash, or liquid 
value, for what they get. They achieve 
that position by getting better wages, 
and by having more savings, so that they 
can pay either a larger share of the total 
cost of what they buy when they get it, 
or fewer of them will be forced to the 
necessity. of installment buying. I am 
sure the Senator does not mean to in
dicate that everything in America should 
be sold on the installment plan. 

Mr. President, President Hoover and 
· other leaders have said we had bettter 
examine the ability of America to help 
others. The bill we are considering 
would diminish rather than strengthen 
the power of America to help the desti
tute nations and peoples of the world. 

We hear it asked, how can labor unions 
have anything to do with the level of 
wages for the workers? In the recent 
debate I read an opinion written by 
former Chief Justice Taft, of the Su
preme Court, who referred, better than 
I can, to what it meant to the workers 
to have the power of organization, or of 
bargaining collectively with the employ
er, of using their united strength. The 
whole principle of our Federal Union 
is, that in union there is strength, and 
that principle applies to labor unions, as 
well as to the American Union of States. 

Yes, we have strength we would not 
otherwise possess. What would Amer
ica be ·if we had been permanently di
vided by the War Between the States, if 
other nations could deal with us as parts, 
not as a great and mighty whole? What 
were we when we were merely an aggre
gation of colonies which might become 
the prey of an enemy? We became strong 
when we got together in union and in · 
unity. The same applies to the workers 
of this country. Let the employer be able 
to discharge any worker, and everyone is 
weak. But give unity to all the work
ers, find the mechanism by which they 
can make a common cause, let the em
ployer know that if he discharges one 
without just cause they will all withhold 
their work, and that one man has a 
strength and power comparable to that 
of the whole number of men who work 
in the enterprise. 

Mr. President, what the bill we are con
sidering is designed for is to restore the 
arbitrary power of the employers and to 
restore the weakness of the employees. 
That is what it comes down to. The 
President has gone through the bill item 
by item, and set forth the details by 
which that is to be accomplished. 

Mr. President, it is not only contrary 
to the interest of the working people of 
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the country, it is contrary to the inter
est of all the people of America. 

I have two letters here which I should 
like to read. The first is from Mr. Wil
liam Green, president of the American 
Federation of Labor. No one ever ac
cused Mr.' Green of being a violent radi
cal. No one ever suggested that he was 
a Communist, or that he was trying to 
do other than help the men and women 
of America to get a more decent wage, 
a,nd have more decent working conditions 
under which to labor. 

Mr. Green is speaking for millions of 
the working men and women of America, 
and this is what he says to me this day: 

MY DEAR SENATOR: I am taking the lib
erty of transmitting herewith to you, and 
I hope through you to your fellow Senators, 
a sincere expression of the hope that the 
President's veto of the highly objectionable 
Taft-Hartley bill will be sustained by the 
United States Senate. 

The working. men and women of the United 
States whose economic life and activities 
would be subjected to force and govern
mental domination, are the same working 
men and women who served in the army of 
production during the war period, who re
sponded in full measure to the call of the 

_ Government for increased production, who 
made a no-strike pledge for the duration of 
the war and carried it out, and who out
distanced the workers of any other nation 
in the world in the production of planes, 
ships, guns, ammunition, and war material. 

It is inconceivable that these free work
ing men and women who made such a mag
nificent record during the war period should 
now be penalized through the enactment of 
restrictive and compulsory antilabor meas
ures :;uch as are provided for in the Taft
Hartley bill. 

The Taft-Hartley blll provides for compul
sion, force, and governmental domination in 
the relationship between labor and manage
ment. It shou ld be classified as an industr ial 
war-provoking measure. It will substitute 
hatred, bitterness, and class warfare for co
operation, good will, and understanding be
tween management and labor. 

An analysis of the National Labor Relations 
Board section of the bill makes clear that if 
the Taft-Hartley bill was passed, said Board 
would be converted into a union-breaking 
tool of employers. This section of the bill 
would cause confusion and chaos. It would 
open up a field of litigation which would ex
tend over a long period of time. 

The changes in the National Labor Rela
tions Board procedure are so revolutionary 
as to create widespread misunderstanding, 
suspicion , and distrust. 

The obvious purpose of the authors of this 
legislation is to strengthen employers and 
WeQl\:en unions. For instance, self-organiza
tion of workers into unions has served to se
cure for them better wages, shorter hours, 
employment security, and many other ben e
fits . But under sect ion 8 (b) and (c) of the 
Taft-Hartley bill, a union which asks a work
er to join and in doing so tells the worker 
that his union membership holds promise of 
benefits, can have such statement held 
against it as . evidence of an unfair labor 
practice. 

Elections under the Taft-Hartley amended 
Labor Relations Act would be endless. The 
bi1;terness and strife which arise out of hotly 
contested elections would be never ending, 
Tl'le public interest would be seriously af
fected because of reduced production and 
increased industrial and management 
i'l'lefficiency. 

Labor throughout the Nation will deeply 
resent the revival of government by injunc
tion and the restriction of the exercise of the 
right to strike. This would strike a vital 
blow at our free-enterprise system. -

That part of the bill which provides for 
the institution of suits for damages can only 
be interpreted as an additional effort to 
destroy bona fide labor unions. Labor 
unions accept the principle of the sacredness 
of contracts entered into and are committed 
to the maintenance of contracts entered into 
inviolate. But to subject labor unions to 
suits for damages as provided in the Taft
Hartley bill means that designing employers 
can, through the employment of stooges, 
promote violations of contracts and through 
such action establish suits for damages 
against labor unions. The financial re
sources of labor unions can be wiped out 
through the institution of such :mits for 
damages inspired by management through 
the activities of these stooges employed di
rectly by them. 

Section 304 of the Taft-Hartley bill stands 
out as a direct assault upon free press anq 
a violation of the constitutional guaranty 
of free speech. Under this section the funds 
of a labor union could not be used for the 
purpose of acquainting working men and 
women with the voting record of Members 
of Congress upon legislation in which labor 
may be deeply interested. 

I will interpolate here to say that when 
this matter was being considered in the 
Senate I said that that should be called 
the "Republican political insurance sec
tion'' of the bill, it looks as if they might 
have desired very strongly to curb the 
voice of labor in the next election. 

Under . this section, the funds of a labor 
union-

As I read-
could not be used for the purpose of ac
quainting working men and women with the 
voting record of Members of Congress upon 
legislation in which labor may be deeply in
terested. 

This provision does not apply to unincor
porated employers or trade associations. Ac
cording to the Department of Commerce, 
there are some 2,400 trade associations, each 
comprising a combination of employers, and 
each made immune from these restrictions 
on political contributions. Farm organiza
tions, cooperatives, and all unincorporated 
enterprises are free of the political ban im
posed by the bill upon labor unions. 

Let me interpolate at this point, Mr. 
President, that an organization of farm
ers can spend its money in a political 
campaign; it can put out literature: it 
can have radio speeches made. Would 
Senators who are the advocates of the 
pending measure say that the Farmers 
Union, the National Grange, or the Farm 
Bureau Federation should -not have the 
right to use their money to tell the Amer
ican people that a political party or a 
political candidate is unfair to agricul
ture in America? Would Senators wish 
to vote for that kind of bill? Yet, Mr. 
President, while we do not deny that 
right to organizations of employers and 
to farmers' organizations or to other or
ganizations, this bill singles out labor and 
says, "You cannot give your opinion in 
your editorial columns about a political 
party or a political candidate. You can
not make a radio speech and pay for it 
with union dues, saying a certain party 
or a certain candidate is unfair to labor. 
You cannot distribute literature. You 
cannot disseminate information, even 
among your membership, of what are the 
issues as you see them in a political cam
paign." All this the President points 
out in his message. 

Mr. President, do Senators realize 
what that does to the fundamental 
rights of an American citizen? I want 
to state here and now, I believe that 
that section of this bill is in violation 
of the Constitution of the United States, 
that it will be stricken down in the 
courts; but it will cost labor a great deal 
of money trying to protect itself in the 
courts against the assaults that will be 
made upon its exercise of free speech 
and freedom of the press, under the 
section to which I have adverted in this 
bill. And so Mr. Green properly points 
out: 

Farm organizations, cooperatives, and all 
unincorporated enterprises are free of the 
political ban imposed by the bill upon labor 
unions. 

Now, Mr. President, I will state 
frankly what is behind this section. 
There are certain people in the politics 
of the United States who do not want 
the working people to be too articulate 
or too effective. In the past, it was the 
rich who put up the money in political 
campaigns. The reports of the United 
States Congress show, in campaigns of 
the past, how much the Pews, how much 
the Rockefellers, how much the Sloans, 
and how much the du Ponts and other 
of the rich families of America have 
poured into political campaigns . . But 
there is something new that has hap
pened in the last few years. The CIO 
came along with its Political Action 
Committee. They said that they had a 
right to take part in politics. They 
raised from their membership some 
money, with which they printed litera
ture, they made radio speeches, they dis
seminated information to the American 
public, supporting the Democratic 
Party and men like Franklin D. Roose
velt in the great fight they were making 
to better the COJtdition of the working 
people of America. 

Now, they are not a corporation, mind 
you, Mr. President. What a corporation 
can do can be determined by the law of 
the State that grants the charter; but 
the State has no right to tell me, a 
citizen, what I can do, except not to vio
late the law. There is a difference be
tween a corporation, which is a person, 
and a citizen, who is a citizen. A cor
poration is not a citizen, yet advocates 
of the measure talk after this fashion: 
"We want to put the worl{ing employees 
and management upon the same basis." 
They propose to reduce the working men 
and women of America to the inanimate 
status of a body corporate. They want 
to strip them of the dignity of a citizen 
and the right of a citizen under our Con
stitution, and drag them down to the 
level of the corporation. Mr. President, 
a corporation is formed because men and 
women, the stockholders, do not want to 
be personally liable for the debts of the 
joint enterprise. It is a device to limit 
liability; that is what a corporation is. 
It is a means of working together, and 
a device to limit liability. Will it be 
said that j,ustice is being done when 
working people are put in that class? 
Yet there are probably those who say, 
"We are going to put the corporation 
that owns the business in the same cate
gory with the workers, who are citizens 
of the country," hence in this bill they 
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are picking out a class of our citizens, 
denying them the rights of citizens to 
better themselves; just as, in a certain 
part of the bill, they outlaw what they 
call the secondary boycott. 

That means that if a workingman goes 
to another workingman's home and sits 
in his parlor in the evening and says, 
"Listen, you folks over there are working 
on a commodity which we produce in our 
plant, and you are helping our employer 
to become rich, and yet he treats us like 
·dogs. · Suppose we strike, quit working 
for him until he gives us recognition and 
a decent wage. Why do not you fellows 
help us by saying you will not work on 
what he turns out since he treats us as 
unfairly as he does?" The man who 
made such a suggestion would violate 
this law. A man could not even talk to 
his neighbor about what is best for the 
community and for the two families 
without violating the law, according to 
the provisiom; of the bill. The President 
of the United States has pointed that 
out in his veto message. That is the kind 
of bill with which we are dealing. That 
is the reason why I believe we are within 
our rights when we say that the Ameri
can people who will be affected by that 
kind of legislation have the right to know 
what it is and what it does to them. 

I read further from Mr. Green's let
ter: 

This section of the Taft-Hartley blll is 
accepted by the officers and members of 
organized labor as an additional direct at
tack upon them and as an attempt to 
weaken and destroy the political strength and 
1ntluence of organized labor. 

The facts are that the problems of man
agement and labor can be solved through 
voluntary action on their part. This prin
ciple of voluntarism of collective bargain
ing between management and labor squares 
with our free-enterprise system. The at
tack made upon labor unions in the Taft
Hartley bill is also an attack upon our 
American free-enterprise system. 

That is what the President of the 
United States also says. It is not sim~ly 
the statement of a labor leader. It is 
also what_ the President of the United 
States says. Mr Green continues in his 
letter: 

It is impossible to establish perfection in a 
world made up of imperfect human beings. 
We can approach a high standard of perfec
tion through honest, sincere cooperation, 
and understanding. We can never do it 
through the enactment of compulsory legis
lation such as the Taft-Hartley bill. 

Very sincerely yours, 
W.M.GREEN, 

President, American Federation of Labor. 

Mr. President, I also have a letter from 
Mr. A. E. Lyon, executive secretary
treasurer of the Railway Labor Execu
tives' Association. · That is an organiza
tion composed, I believe, of 19 of the rail
way labor brotherhoods of America. Its 
members are responsible Americans. 
They are good citizens. Their sons 
fought and their sons died for America. 
There is not a finer group of workingmen 
in the Nation than the railway employees 
of the country, ana a large number of the 
railway employees ar~ in the organiza
tions for which Mr. A. E. Lyon, as execu
tive secretary-treasurer, speaks in the 
letter. 

I should like to read the names of the 
organizations affiliated with the Railway 
Labor Executives' Association. They 
are: Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen 
& Enginemen; Order of Railway Con
ductors of America; Switchmen's Union 
of North America; Order of Railway 
Telegraphers; American Train Dis
patchers' Association; Railway Em
ployees' Department, A. F. of L.; Inter
national Association of Machinists; In
ternational Brotherhood of Boiler
makers, Iron Shipbuilders & Helpers of 
America; International Brotherhood of 
Blacksmiths, Drop-Jorgers & Helpers; 
Sheet Metal Workers' International As
sociation; International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers; Brotherhood of Rail
way Carmen of America; International 
Brotherhood of Firemen & Oilers; 
Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship 
Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express and 
Station Employees; Brotherhood of 
Maintenance of Way Employees; Broth
erhood of Railroad Signalmen of Amer
ica; National Organization Masters, 
Mates & Pilots of America; National 
Marine Engineers' Beneficial Associa
tion; International Longshoremen's As
sociation; Hotel and Restaurant Em
ployees' International Alliance and Bar
tenders International League of America. 

The letter, dated today, Mr. President, 
addressed to me by Mr. Lyons, is as 
follows: 

DEAR SENATOR PEPPER: I enclose a state
ment under six separate headings, which 
gives in brief form the result of our analysis 
of a few of the features of the pending labor 
bill. 

The bill as finally changed in conference 
and sent to the President is, in our con
sidered opinion, vastly more detrimental to 
the public interest and much more destruc
tive of the fundamental rights of a great 
body of American citizens than was the 
original bill passed by the Senate. 

We are convinced that should the bill be
come law it would bring about a most un
fortunate and tragic era of industrial dis
cord and internal dissension in our country. 
That is something that our country, and 
indeed the entire world, can ill afford happen 
at this critical time. 

Respectfully yours, 
A. E. LYON, 

Executive Secretary. 

Attached to the letter is a statement. 
Without reading the statement, I wish 
to read the headings in it. The first 
heading is: "The bill places unfair re
strictions on the political activity of 
unions." 

The second heading is : "The bill 
makes industry-wide bargaining impos
sible." 

The third heading is: "The bill im
pairs, if not destroys, the efficiency of 
the National Labor Relations Board." 

The fourth heading is: "Judicial re
view of the decisions of the National 
Labor Relations Board." 

The statement under that heading 
emphasizes the changes made by the bill 
in the administrative procedure for the 
handling of labor-management cases 
under the Board. I 

The fifth heading is: "The union shop 
1s a practical impossibility under this 
bill." 

The statement does not speak of the 
closed shop, Mr. President, but the union 

shop. It says the union shop is a prac
tical impossibility under this bill. 

The sixth heading is: "The bill jeop
ardizes vacations with pay, compensa
tion for sick leave, etc." 

Under that heading is emphasized the 
detrimental effect of the bill upon the 
welfare funds and provisions of the con
tracts which have been entered into in 
the past between management and 
labor, and which, if it were not for the 
bill, would be entered into between them 
in the future. As the ·President himself 
has pointed out in respect to the welfare 
funds, the bill simply makes the creation 
of the welfare funds more difficult; it 
lays down conditions for their regula
tion which makes them a more onerous 
burden and a more difficult task than has 
been true in the past. Mr. President, 
when we see how many of our people do 
not have provision for their security in 
their old age or in their illness, when 
we see the human wreckage in our in
dustrial machine in America today and 
the meager care which is given those 
human wrecks, it would seem to me that 
the Congress, instead of striking down 
and discouraging welfare funds and 
humanitarian provisions in contracts, 
should on the contrary be adopting reso
lutions asking management to be con
ciliatory with labor in making more 
generous provisions of this character in 
the future. We provide that. the public 
must pay for the wreckage of machinery 
through the increased ·cost of the prod
uct, but we are callous enough to let the 
human beings be crucified on the indus
trial cross of America. We seem to ex
hibit little concern for passing on to the 
public, in the cost of the commodities the 
American workman makes, the cost of 
his own bodily impairment and his 
men~al deficiency. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the statement sent to me by 
Mr. Lyon printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD. 

<See exhibit A.) 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, those are 

expressions of a view of the labor organi
zation. I am sure they are simply typi
cal of the opinion of all the labor organi
zations of America. Those letters came 
from two great leaders, Mr. William 
Green, speaking for millions of American 
workingmen, and Mr. A. E. Lyon, also 
speaking for more than 1,000,000 Ameri
can working men and women who work 
upon the railroads of the country. 

There are some who say that only the 
labor leaders feel that way about this 
legislation. I heard Mr. William 
Green-and he is an honorable man, one 
whom I am proud to quote--say that in 
all his years of association with labor he 
has never seen the rank and file of 
American workingmen so deeply stirred, 
so moved-and I might add, Mr. Presi
dent, so inclignant about an attack upon 
their welfare as they are today because 
of the assault which this bill makes upon 
them. 

I have heard Mr. Phil Murray say the 
same thing. I heard Mr. Lyon say the 
same thing about railway employees. 

.. 
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And both of these honorable and able 
men are responsible beyond question. 

The other day in passing through one 
of the cities of my State I got off the 
train to walk up !lnd down the platform 
for a few minutes in the sunshine. The 
workingmen on that railroad showed 
up from all over the yard, to ask me 
about the Taft~Hartley bill. Was the 
Congress going to pass it? Was the . 
President going to veto it? Could we 
sustain a Presidential veto? 

They did not receive their orders from 
the top. They were talking with me, 
their Senator, and pouring out their 
hearts in petition. They were express
ing resentment that they were being 
treated as they were by this legislation. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ec
TON in the chair) . Does the Senator 
from Florida yield to the Senator from 
Montana? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. MURRAY. I ask the Senator if 

it is not a fact that laboring men are 
coming to ·washington from all over the 
country to consult their representatives 
in Congress and advise them of their 
attitude toward this legislation. They · 
are expressing the very deepest resent
ment against it, because of the fact that 
it is punitive legislation, clearly designed 
to hamstring and destroy labor unionism 
in the United States. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator 
very much for mentioning that point. 
The other evening I attended a meeting 
at which the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
TAYLOR] was present. We saw a church 
literally jammed to the rafters with men 
and women who had come from all over 
America, many of them from the Pacific 
coast, to protest to Senators against the 
enactment of this legislation, and to beg 
the President to veto it, imploring Sena
tors to sustain a veto if one should be 
forthcoming. ' 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. MURRAY. Is it not a fact that 

the only result of this situation will be 
that we shall witness a long period of 
chaos and conflict between labor and 
management because of the fact that 
labor believes that the legislation was de
signed by the National Association of 
Manufacturers for the very purpose of 
crushing labor? It will create in their 
minds the deepest resentment, and will 
interfere with cooperation and produc
tion for years to come. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is abso
lutely correct. Neither he nor I make 
that statement in the form of a threat, 
because, of course, we do not speak for 
labor organizations. But I express it
as the Senator from Montana implies in 
his question-as my deep-seated con
viction, as the President has said in his 
message, that the result of the bill will 
be an increase in strikes. In the para
graph No. 1 on page 3 of the President's 
mess~ge the caption is: 

The bill would substantially increase 
strikes. 

The President says: 
It would discourage the growing willing

ness of unions to include "no strike" pro
visions in bargaining agreements. • • • 

It would encourage strikes by imposing 
highly complex and burdensome reporting 
requirements on labor organizations which 
wish to avail themselves of their rights under 
the National Labor Relations Act. * • • 

It would bring on strikes by depriving sig
nificant groups of workers of the right they 
now enjoy to organize and to bargain under 
the_protection of law. • * * -

The bill would force unions to strike or 
to boycott if they wish to have a jurisdic
tional dispute settled by the National Labor 
Relations Board. 

And so forth. Mr. President, there is 
no question in my mind that the bill 
would produce the largest volume and 
the greatest extent of industrial strife in 
America that we have ever seen. At no 
time during the war, or even in early 
1946, in the early days of reconversion, 
did we have anything comparable to the 
industrial strife which we shall have un
der the provisions of this bill. I say that, 
Mr. President, because Americans will 
fight for their liberties. In innumerable 
cases fathers and husbands have had to 
go home at mealtime to see nearly an 
empty cupboard and an empty table. 
They have had to listen to their children 
crying in the night because of lack of 
food; and ye~ they have remained on 
strike because they felt that they were 
fighting for a principle. 

Mr. President, there is something 
deep-seated in the American character 
which makes an American love and cher
ish his freedom and independence; and 
he will fight for it. If anyone believes 
that the American workingman can by 
any kind of tyranny be cowed into eco
nomic and political servitude, he will 
learn that such efforts now will be no 
more successful than those of George 
III. If in fighting this vicious legisla
tion workers are accused of treason, 
there will be some of them who, like 
Patrick Henry, will say, "If this be trea
son, make the most of it." They will 
fight to defend their homes, their fire
sides, their jobs, and their standard of 
livinf!. 

Until the inflation which was initiated 
by the same interests which support this 
legislation came along, until an actual 
wage decline occurred, the American 
workingman was living b~tter than he 
had ever lived. He is still living very 
poorly, but he was living better than he 
had ever lived. He had more security 
than he had ever had. 

Since Franklin D. Roosevelt came to 
the White House his employer could not 
fire him because he wanted to join a 
union, or because the employer did not 
like the color of his hair, or because he 
was a Jew or something else that the em
ployer did not like. Under the protection 
of the National Labor Relations Act, the 
American workingman had risen to the 
dignity of an American citizen, even on 
his job. He had more security because 
he had the assurance that other em
ployees with whom he worked were one 
with him. They would stand by him and 
he would stand by them. They had the 
protection of the National Labor Rela-

tions Board, which they never had be
fore. He had a welfare fund. If a rock 
fell on his back and broke it, and he could 
do nothing but merely move his limbs, 
he might reflect in his agony that at least 
he would receive some protection from 
the welfare provisions, or some other 
benefits which he had been able to se
cure by contract, with respect to which 
he was free to negotiate with his em
ployer. We had begun to achieve some
thing like industrial democracy in 
America. 

Mr. President, I am as proud of my 
America as is any citizen in it. I think 
I love it as much. But those who study 
economic and political systems through
out the world have often said that we are 
further ahead in our political democracy 
than we are in our economic democracy. 
I suspect there is some truth in that 
statement. It took the administration 
of Franklin Roosevelt to begin to give 
economic rights to the men and women 
of America who work and who earn their 
living by the sweat of their brows. Up 
until that time they could not organize. 
If they tried to organize they could be 
discharged. Every man stood on his 
own, not with his fellows. He had no 
job contract; he had no assurance that 
he could work a certain length of time. 
He could go to work one morning and 
work, and at the end of the day might re
ceive a little slip along with his time 
check saying, ''We do not need you to
morrow." All he could do was to stagger 
home and tell his wife and children that 
he had received his notice and that he did 
not have a job. Moreover, Mr. President, 
in time past there was a little notice put 
into a man's pay envelope telling him, 
"If you vote for William Jennings Bryan 
tomorrow you lose your job. Do not 
come back." That happened in the 
Bryan-McKinley campaign. That hap
pened not so very long ago, Mr. Presi
dent, or something very much like it hap
pened. 

A workingman in respect to his job 
did not enjoy the rights of an American 
citizen or rights in the enjoyment of 
which an American citizen should be 
protected. But we tried to change all 
that; we tried to give the workers a se
curity they had never before had, a pro
tection they had never before had, safe
guards, strength, bargaining power. 
"Yes," we said, "you can have an election 
in your plant. Choose your own bar
gaining agent. The employer has noth
ing to do with it; he cannot say any
thing about it; he cannot call you in and 
tell you that if you select a certain bar
gaining agent he will discharge you or 
demote you. If he does, that is an un
fair labor practice. You can take him 
before the National Labor Relations 
Board and it can restrain him from do
ing it or penalize him if he does it." 

For the first time in America the 
American workingman began · to stand 
up and' walk like a man. Mr. President, 
instead of trying to increase those rights, 
to enlarge those safeguards, to add to 
his bargaining power, this bill strangles, 
throttles, and chokes the organized-labor 
movement in America. Have we not 
been getting along all right under the 
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present system? I do not think that 
anyone in America would seriously sug
gest that we turn back the clock. Have 
we ever had greater prosperity? Have 
we ever had greater purchasing power? 
Have the corporations ever made more 
profit? Has monopoly ever been more 
powerful? Has the output of American 
factories f::Ver been greater? No, Mr. 
President. At a time when America is at 
its peak in power, in profit, and in pro
duction, th~y would fasten upon the back 
of labor this octopus, the crushing weight 
of this destructive legislation. 

Mr. President, we hear a great deal 
about the example that we set before 
the world. We urge other people to 
practice democracy. We tell them how 
they should conduct their elections, how 
they should protect their minority 
groups; we admonish them, Mr. Presi
dent, how they should practice democ
racy. Is there not something of an obli
gation upon us to make our democracy 
effective, to make it speak so eloquently 
that people will wish to follow it and to 
lead the w.orld to democracy without try
ing to force it down their throats? Is 
this legislation going to be an asset to 
us in showing the world how we practice 
democracy in America? People will read 
what the President has said about it. 
This is the President who speaks to 
them for us. If they cannot believe him 
with regard to a labor bill, how can they 
believe him about other subjects about 
which he speaks for us? 

He says that the American Congress 
is strangling the labor movement in 
America. Suppose Congress ignores the 
statement of the President. Will it not 
give ammunition to the people over 

. there who say that there is no real de
mocracy in America? They will say, 
"Look how they are trying to strangle 
the working people' in the United States. 
The Congress of that country is not 
friendly to the masses of the people. 
No wonder they are against this, that, 
and the other thing. They are not 
friendly to the masses of the people. 
Their own President says that they are 
unfair." 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I just wondered if 

the able Senator from Florida, at the 
time he was making the statement about 
the President speaking for his party--

Mr. PEPPER. I said, speaking for the 
people. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wondered if the 
Senator recognized that in the House 
today, among the Democratic Members 
of the House of Representatives, there 
were 106 who voted to override the veto 
and there were only 71 who voted to 
sustain the veto. Certainly the Mem
bers of the House of Representatives 
who are of the Senator's party also feel 
that they speak for the Democratic 
Party of the Nation. 

Mr. PEPPER. My remarks, the Sen
ator will recall, were directed to the 
action of the Senate. Since we are not, 
under the rules, permitted to speak dis
paragingly of our sister body, I do not 
suppose there is very much we can say 

about the behavior of that body. But I 
am willing to go to the country next year 
upon what a majority of the two parties 
of the Senate will do regarding the Presi
dent's veto message. I predict that a 
majority of the Democratic Party in the 
Senate will be found supporting the 
leadership of the President of the United 
States on this veto message. 

Mr. President, as I said, and as the 
President said in his message, democracy 
is on trial today; it is on trial everywhere 
in the world. 

I do not think it can too often be said 
that the onlY way to win the battle for 
democracy is to make democracy work. 
We must show that democracy is the best 
way to advance the progress of the 
human family; that nothing else com
pares with it. 

Mr. President, I deeply .regret to see the 
trend that there is today in our country 
away from that principle. The principle 
of my party and, I believe, the principle 
of Americanism, is the greatest good for 
the greatest number of people. This bill 
cannot possibly give the greatest good to 
the greatest number of people. Is there 
anything about this bill to give better 
wages to the working people of this coun
try? Is there anything that will assure 
them of receiving a larger share of the 
profits of industry in A.Jnerica? Is there 
anything in this bill that will give them 
shorter working hours, better working 
conditions, more leisure, and recreation? 

Is there anything in this bill that will 
house American families in better homes 
or will put more children in school or 
will give the families of the United States 
a better diet? How can this bill be the 
vehicle for the greatest good for the 
greatest number of our people? ·This bill 
is aimed at benefiting the privileged few 
in America, the large employers who 
want to get cheaper labor so that they 
can make more profits; at least, that is 
what its effect will be. Does any abuse 
that may have been committed by any 
labor leader justify that kind of legisla
tion? Are we to act like a bull in a china 
shop? Are we so blind that we have to 
strike down everyone who works, in order 
to wreak retribution upon one who 
wrongs us? Is the Congress of the United 
States so incompetent that it cannot sep
arate the good from the evil in the Amer
ican labor movement, and preserve the 
good? If I correctly recall, I think there 
is a maxim in the law-utile per inutile 
non vitiatur-in the Latin, meaning that 
the useful is not rendered va:lueless by 
the useless. 

Mr. President, the existence of some 
abuses in the American labor movement 
does not justify the destruction of that 
movement. Are not there some abuses 
in the capitalistic system. of America? 
Would Senators deny that in American 
industry there are tycoons and tyrants 
who violate the principles of American
ism and justice? The La Follette com
mittee of the Senate told a story-one 
of the most sordid stories ever related
about how certain employers, in order to 
break the organized labor movement in 
America, had men killed. In 1944, I was 
in the coal-mining section of West Vir
ginia, and people there told about how 

detectives, who were sent there by the 
mine owners, threw the furniture of the ' 
miners out into the roads, on the ground, 
and drove the families out of the com
pany-owned houses. 

Yet, Mr. President, because some capi
talists do wrong, we are not trying to 

. abolish the capitalistic system. We put 
in jail those who are found guilty of 
criminal offenses; we enjoin in the courts 
those who are engaged in the commission 
of remedial wrongs; we sue at law those 
who are liable to suit at our choice; but 
we are proud of our capitalistic system, 
and we are not trying to destroy it. Yet, 
because a few · labol' leaders have done 
something they should not have done, 
because some irresponsible workmen may 
have violated a contract here and there-
although the record during the war years 
stands like a glowing light as to the fidel
ity with which the American workingmen 
stood by their contracts, as Mr. Green 
has said-and because there are a few 
annoyances and provocations of that 
sort, there are persons who wish to de
stroy, as this bill would do, the dignity 
of the workingman in America, and im
peril his job and his pay, and break his 
labor unions, diminish his bargaining 
power, and leave him stripped of the 
gains made in the last few years, and 
thus place him in the pitiable state he 
was in years ago. 

Mr. MURRAY. M.·. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. MURRAY. Is it not true that as a 

result of the wrongs and ills that had 
developed in our capitalistic system, it 
was brought to the verge of ruin in 1929, 
and there was precipitated a long period 
of unemployment and distress in this 
country? That situation was due to the 
fact that no effort to correct-those evils 
were made by the very persons who to
day are trying to inflict this punitive 
legislation upon labor unions. And is 
it not true that they allowed all those 
conditions to prevail because they were 
profiting from them; and so allowed the 
country to come to a point where we 
were in danger of losing our capitalistic 
system? 

Mr. PEPPER. The . Senator from 
Montana is absolutely correct. In my 
opinion the President in his veto mes
sage is trying to preserve in all its great 
and mighty strength the free-enterprise, 
capitalistic system of American democ
racy; and I venture to say that it is the 
opposition-not by design, I am sure, but 
by the effect this bill will have-who will 
prove to be the enemies of the present 
vigorous strength of our industrial 
system. 

Mr. President, I am not permanently 
discouraged. In the first place, I do not 
believe the Senate will override the veto. 
I believe that Senators who voted for 
this legislation are impressed by the 
analysis of the bill which is embodied in 
the President's veto message. I believe 
tha.t Senators will see this matter dif
ferently after they read the moving mes
sage of the President. Everyone knows 
the record of the President. He has 
spoken out against labor abuses. He has 
recommended to the Congress legislation 
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stronger than I thought should be en
acted; he did that at the last session of 
the Congress. He is not the partisan of 
organized labor in America. He is oc
cupying a position where he is trying 
to do what is right. In this matter he 
is trying to do what is good for all Amer
ica, not merely for a class. But he 
knows that what is good for this class 
is good for all America. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I think that 
when Senators have read the President's 
veto message and have meditated and 
reflected upon it, a sufficient number of 
them will see the matter . differently to 
cause the President's veto message to be 
sustained. But, regardless of whatever 
happens tomorrow or next week about 
this matter, there is one thing that I 
know and. believe with ·a faith that 
is as firm as that which makes me believe 
that beyond the sky there is a living 
God, and that is that this measure will 
not stay law. I would wager my right 
arm upon that, Mr. President: It will 
not stay law, if it becomes law. If it 
goes on the statute books, it will not re
main there. In the first place, it will be 
impossible of enforcement. It will be im
possible to keep it on the statute books. · 
It is not possible to strangle American 
working men and women in a noose of 
restrictive legislation; so long as the right 
of the ballot and the right of assembly 
and of speech and of press exist in the 
United States, it is not possible perma
nently to place excessive burdens on the 
backs of the liard-pressed working peo
ple of the United States. 

We remember what happened in Great 
Britain. In the early twenties-in 1926, 
as I recall-there was a general st rike 
there. It was- a regrettable experience 
for the British nation. The most strin
gent labor legislation was passed. But 
the worm turned, Mr. President. The 
liberal party was destroyed, and there 
emerged the Labor Party, a party which 
today is thf' Government of Great Brit
ain. One of the first things that Govern
ment did was to repeal that law, whieh 
had rankled in labor's breast since the 
day it was passed. 

I declare, Mr. President, that is going 
to be true with this bill if it shall be 
passed. I say that out of as deep a con
viction as I have had about anything in 
my life. I believ.e this bill to be morally, 
economically and politically wrong, and 
I believe we will repent of our action if 
we ever make it law. If we do not re
pent, I believe the people of the country 
will change it anyway; and I think they 
should. 

If this was an isolated blow which 
in these days of reaction was being 
struck at the lives of the people of this 
country, it would not perhaps be ·so bad; 
but it is one of a shower of arrows which 
today are being shot into the well-being 
of the masses of the people of America. 

I had hoped we could continue what 
we had achieved in recent yfars. His
tory will say that one of the fine days 
of America was not only when we fought 
our war and gloriously won it, but when 
we dreamed anew of what America 
might be, in the stirring days of Frank
lin D. Roosevelt's early_ tenure in the 
White House. We were moved and 
lifted .up by great emotion and great 

aspiration to go ahead. We wefe hav
ing cultural projects all over the coun
try, giving the boys and girls with talent 
a chance to play and sing and draw, and 
we were not ashamed of giving men and 
women a chance to work. We were 
thinking about the America we were 
building again out of the wreckage of 
a depression. We were lifting our na
tional income up notch by notch, put
ting more and more people to work, 
opening more and more schools, giving 
health care to more and more people. 

Even the migrant workers, in the 
many States of the Union where sea
sonal crops are harvested necessarily by 
migrant wotkers, were not forgotten. 
Camps were built for them, with running 
water. They had the.assurance of sani
tation and supervision. The children got 
a chance to go to school. There were 
nurses who looked after them. They 
were even provided with hospitals .and 
given the medical care they needed free. 
There was one of those hospitals in my 
State, at Belle Glade. 

Now what has happened? At a meet
ing of the Committee on Agriculture 2 or 
3 days ago testimony was being heard 
upon the proposal to sell the migrant 
labor camps. Where are those workers 
to live? The proposal is not only to sell 
the migrant laqpr ·camps but the hospi
tals will close down June 30 if no funds 
are added to the appropriation; and 
there is no hope of getting any. 

The dream that was in our breasts that 
.People were entitled to live somehow has 
been dissipated. Gentlemen say they 
have a mandate to destroy America's 
dream and to shatter her hopes and her 
aspirations. 

Mr. President, I am proud to be a New 
Dealer. I care not how high the flood of 
reaction rises, so long as I can raise my . 
humble voice I will say I am as proud of 
my political faith as I am of my faith in 
God. I believe they both relate to the 
dignity of human beings. And if my 
desire to lift people up to better living 
makes me a New Dealer, I am proud to 
wear the badge. 

And be sure, Mr. President, that that 
is the way of the future. Reactionary 
movements come and go. 

This temporary fanaticism, this psy
chological fear of the rights of the peo
ple of this country, will pass like a 
thunderstorm in the summer, and after 
awhile we will begin to see a new lignt, 
and it will be leading us toward the ea_st 
again, when we will talk, not about how 
we can strike down the working people, 
but how we can lift them up. 

Mr. President, so long as I am a Mem
ber of the United State Senate, when I 
get a chance to vote for a decent mini
mum wage, I shall be for it. When I get 
a chance to help every American man 
and woman have a job, a decent job, with 
decent pay and reasonable hours, I shall 
be for it. When I get a chance to vote to 
put every American boy and girl in a 
good school, I shall be for it, I do not care 
what it costs. It cannot cost as much as 
it will cost us not to have it. Whenever 
I get a chance to vote to give every man 
and woman, boy and girl, a chance to 
get the medical care they need, I shall 
be for it, I care not what it costs. I think 
they can, and should, and will pay for it 

by an insurance plan such as the able 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MuRRAY] 
and others have proposed. I want to 
help to build a greater and stronger 
America-to assist all our people. 

Mr. President, what I regret to see is 
that the people who are against one of 
these objectives are usually against all 
of them. They think there is some good 
reason why we should not do any of 
them. I think this is part of the same 
struggle that is going on in America to
day between those trying to better the 
condition of the masses of the people, 
those who are trying to help them, and 
those who are trying to preserve the well
being of those already well off and are 
trying to help them. That is the way 
I feel. 

So, Mr. President, I am proud of the 
President of the United States, who 
would send to Congress, against ter
rific political pressure, against vitupera
tion and bitter denunciation, a message 
which will again remind the American 
Congress of the American dream of eco
nomic and politi.cal democracy for our 
people. I hope that he will have, as he 
so rightly deserves, the hearty support 
of the membership of the Senate. 

E XHIBIT A 
THE BILL PLACES UNFAIR RESTRICTIONS ON THE 

POLITICAL ACTIVITY OF UNIONS 

Secti«n 313 of the bill is admittedly out
side of the scope of the Labor-Management 
Relations Act of 1947, and stated to so 'be on 
page 69 of the conference report. This de
vice of injecting such a provision in~o legis
lation which purportedly is designed to 
improve labor-management relationships 
should certainly be condemned if this' legis
lation is the result of a mandate such as that 
claimed by its sponsors. The provision re
lating to political activities clearly does not 
come within that alleged mandate. It is en
tirely unrelated to the other provisions of 
the act and is a matter which in fairness to 
all concerned should at least be subject to 
separate debate and consideration. 

This section of the bill m akes it unlawful 
for any labor organization to make a con
tribution or ·expenditure in con-nection with 
any election at which Presidential and Vice 
Presidential electors, or a Representative or 
Senator, qr Delegate, or a Resident Commis
sioner to Congress will be voted for, includ
ing any primary election, political conven
tion or caucus. 

One of the important functions of a labor 
union is to educate its members in a va
riety of ways. To accomplish this · purpose 
it is the practi'ce of such organizations to 
issue magazines, newspape,rs, and periodicals 
which contain items of interest to the mem
bers of the organizations. Such articles in
clude news items of importance to working 
people, instructions and lessons in the trade 
or craft or work in which such members may 
be engaged, reports of the activities being 
carried on by the various unions and officers 
and representatives, etc. These magazines 
and newspapers are not published for politi
cal purposes and deal with political subjects 
only incidentally. During the periods imme
diately prior to primary elections and general 
elections the members of the union · are ob
viously interested in the records which have 
been· made by candidates for public office 
and the effect which the activity of these 
candidates may have had upon the rights 
and welfare of the working people. It has 
been the practice for labor organizations to 
furnish their members with tabulations of 
the voting records of representatives to Con
gress in connection with legislation which 
has to do with the welfare of employees. It 

I 
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has been the practice in these magazines to 
carry biographical sketches of certain candi
dates for public office and in addition thereto 
to publish what might be termed "editorial 
comment" with respect to the political and 
economic views of candidates. Unions con
ceive this activity to be a worth-while pro
gram and a contribution to the improved 
citizenship of their members. Candidates 
for office or incumbents should have no ob
jection to having the record which they have 
made in their high office furnished to the 
citizens whom they represent. 

This bill would prevent. labor unions from 
using their magazines for any political activ
ity, from issuing circulars or bulletins or any 
other type of information '\\lhich requires any 
expenditure of money, if such expenditure 
may be attributed to political activity. 

On the other hand the provisions of this 
bill not only make possible but encourage 
the indirect method of accumulating huge 
sums of money for political activity which is 
not restricted to thP. furnishing of informa
tion to the members of a given organiz:1.tion. 
It is perfectly proper under this bill for in
dividual members of labor unions to make 
contributions to a political committee ob
viously designed to promote the interests of 
labor in any election. There is no limit upon 
the amount which can be contributed to 
such a political committee and it may use 
these funds not for the education of the 
working people but for any other purpose 
it may desire. We submit that it is this kind 
of activity which may in the hand!S of the 
wrong individuals result in some corrupt 
practices. It is not the activity of unions in 
connection with their own members which 
could become corrupt. 

Indeed this legislation merely emphasizes 
the common criticism of the restriction on 
expenditures by corporations in political 
campaigns. It is commonly known that cor
porations utilize the device of individual con
tribution by very wealthy persons to political 
committees and thus successfully and effec
tively and by the use of tremendous sums of 
money influence the voting putlic either for 
or against a certain candidate. 

Both because this bill does not accomplish 
the end sought to be accomplished in the 
prevention of any corrupt political activities 
and because it io so obviously unrelated to 
the avowed objectives of the Labor Manage
ment Relations Act of 1947, it should not 
receive the support of the Congress. 

This effort upon the part of Congress to 
Inject into this bill a provision designed to 
protect its Members from the consequences 
of their own votes in connection with it 
cannot be justified. It does not represent 
the forthright and honest approach to legis
lation which American citizens are entitled 
to expect from their representatives. 

.THE BILL MAKES INDUSTRY-WIDE BARGAINING 
IMPOSSmLE 

Language contained in the conference com
mittee report indicates that it was not the 
intention to make industry-wide bargaining 
illegal, in that it is stated on page 32 that-

"The treatment in the Senate amendment 
of the term 'employer' for the purposes of 
Section 9 (b) is omitted from the conference 
agreement, since it merely restates the ex
isting practice of the Board in the fixing of 
bargaining units containing employees of 
more than one employer, and it is not 
thought that the Board will or ought to 
change its practice in this respect ." 

It is significant, however, that industry
wide bargaining can be just as effectively 
restricted by obstacles placed in the way of 
its being Cll,rried on as by an actual statutory 
ban. 

The conference bill makes provision for the 
partition of the various collective-bargaining 
units into distinguishable groups which 
would malte industry-wide collective bargain
ing ar. impossibility. 

XCIII--465 

Rection 9 (b) of the bill provides, in part, 
that-

"The Board shall decide in each case 
whether, in order to ass~1re employees the 
fullest freedom in exercising the rights guar
anteed by this act, the unit appropriate for 
the purposes of collective bargaining shall be 
the employer unit, craft unit, plant unit, or 
subdivision thereof: • • * (2) decide that 
any craft unit is inappropriate for such pur
posr. on the ground that a different unit has 
been established by a prior board determina
tion unless a majority of the employees in 
the proposed craft unit vote against separate 
representation." 

If individuals or small minority groups are 
to be given the right to bargain collectively 
in employer units, craft units, plant units, or 
subdivisions thereof, and the Board is ' under 
the positive duty to recognize such units, 
there could be no industry-wide bargaining 
in· any industry where the employees in a 
single plant or of a single employer, or even 
in a subdivision of these units, desired the 
right of separate representation. 

Thus the suggestion of the conference com
mittee that ~t has not made industry-wide 
bargaining illegal is no defense against the 
charge that as a practical matter the bill has 
made industry-wide bargaining impossible. 
THE BILL IMPAIRS, IF NOT DESTROYS, THE EF-

FICIENCY OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS 

BOARD 

One of the most serious defects in the 
present qill is the effect which it will have 
upon the administration of its provisions 
by the National Labor Relations Board. 
Statutes which contemplate administration 
by an administrative agency and especially 
those which are remedial in nature can be 
no more effective than the procedure which 
is prescribed for their administration. 

Under the present law, and with the bene
fit of a number of procedural practices de
signed to expedite the board's proceedings, 
there now exists a backlog of 5,000 cases and 
the figures show that during the year 1946 
more than 12,000 cases were docketed. There 
has been an increase of 40 percent in the 
number of cases in a single year. 

The present board has followed a practice 
of having the many thousands of pages of 
testimony, t l?J\:en in various hearings, re
viewed by certain attorneys employed by 
the board for that purpose. Obviously this 
has relieved the board itself from the long 
and tedious task of studying such tran
scripts. Under this bill such a practice 
would b/e prohibited. 

This bill places in jeopardy every collective
bargaining unit now in existence by requir
ing the Board to recognize as appropriate 
units such groups as employer units, craft 
units, plant units, and subdivisions ;thereof. 
As a matter of fact, section 9 (b) (2) of the 
act provide& that the Board shall not "decide 
that any craft unit is inappropriate for such 
purpose on the ground that a different unit 
has been established by a prior Board deter
mination unless a majority of the employees 
in the proposed craft unit vote against sepa-
rate representation." · 

This invitation to every small group to 
separate· itself from presently existing col
lective-bargaining units will multiply the 
representation cases to a degree which is 
beyond comprehension. 

There are any number of other provisions 
in this bill which will complicate the pro
cedure of the Board and add tremendously 
to the volume of work. For example, pre
hearing elections are abolished; the Board 
is charged with the duty of interfering with 
the internal affairs of unions to the extent 
that it must decide 1n certain cases what 
constitute reasonable dues and initiation 
fees charged by unions; the increase in the 
number of unfair labor practices provided 
for in this bill cannot help but greatly in-

crease the number of cases before the Board; 
the Board is required to conduct elections 
in connection with the establishment of 
union shops in addition to its obligation to 
conduct elections in representation cases; 
and the obligations on the part of the Board 
to initiate injunction actions in certain 
types of cases will require its participation 
in unlimited litigation. 

One of the provisions of the bill which will 
probably do more to discredit the board and 
to bring it into disrepute in the eyes of the 
parties who are to utilize its functions is the 
duty imposed upon it to inject itself into 
jurisdictional strilg:!s to the extent that it 
must determine the proper work-task alloca
tions as among unions. This involves the 
board in the most intricate and complicated 
problems of job content which it cannot pos
sibly be equipped to handle and will inevita
bly result in decisions which will destroy con
fidence in its judgment and integrity. 

While the above duties are not all which 
have J:?een added to the board's already heavy 
burden, it must be clear that its functions 
will necessarily break down when it is con
.sidered that under the present law it now re
quires 9 months to process an election case 
and 20 months to process an unfair labor 
practice procedure. 
JUDICIAL REVIEW OF THE DECISIONS OF THE 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

The National Labor Relations Board is an 
administrative agency of the Government 
and as such should be treated, insofar as pro
cedure and review are concerned, the same as 
any other administrative agency. It is fur
ther significant that this board is dealing 
with problems involving human relations 
and the parties who appear before it are for 
the most part laymen. Collective· bargaining 
agreements are not customarily prepared by 
attorneys nor is there need, in the vast ma
jority of cases which are processed by the 
board, that the parties be represent€d by 
counsel. 

This bill provides that proceedings before 
the Board or any member or agent thereof 
shall, so far as practicable, be conducted in 
accordance with the rules of evidence appli
cable in the district courts of the United 
States. This provision prescribes a different 
rule, with respect#to the introduction of evi
dence, from that prescribed for all other ad
ministrative agencies of which we have 
knowledge. This requirement is not con
tained in the Administrative Procedure Act 
which has for its purpose the creation of 
some uniformity and procedural justice in 
proceedings before all administrative agen
cies. 

The above-mentioned section of the bill is 
destructive of the principal purposes sought 
to be accomplished by administrative agen
cies. It prevents the informality and speed 
which- are essential prerequisites to a suc
cessful administrative procedure. It will, 
particularly in labor cases, prevent a direct 
approach to the essential problems involved 
in such cases. It will require, for the proper 
presentation of any cases, the services of a 
lawyer or a representative trained in the rules 
of evidence as they are applied to court pro
cedure. It will require the board to weigh 
each item of evidence on the basis of court 
rule. 

Even more important, this bill will change 
the scope of the reviewing power of courts 
which are called upon to consider decisions 
of the Board. The confere:1ce committee it
self stated on page 56 of its report that the 
requirements of this bill will give rise to 
questions of law which the courts will here
after be called upon to determine and, fur
ther, that it will very materially broaden the 
scope of the courts' reviewing power. 

This bill, by virtue of these prpvisions. 
discriminates against the working 1~e::>ple of 
this country in requiring them · and their 
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representatives to submit to more rigid stand
ards in the presentation of questions in
volving their rights than those established 
for any other citizens in any other field of 
endeavor. These provisions remove from the 
field of labor law the worthy purposes of 
administrative procedure and will prevent 
an adequate, fair, and just disposition of 
labor-relat ions problems. 
THE UNION SHOP IS A P RACTICAL IMPOSSmiLITY 

UNDER THIS BILL 

The conference bill outlaws the closed shop 
even in those industries where it is mut ually 
acceptable if not actually desired by both 
employees and employers. In attempted 
mitigation of this deprivation of long-estab
lished rights the committee bill ofiers what 
it terms the union shop. 

An examination of the bill discloses, how
ever, that the obstacles to the acquisition 
and maintenance of a union-shop agreement 
are almost insurmountable. 

This bill removes certain supervisors from 
the coverage of the law, requires that pro
fessional members may not be included in 
the same unit with nonprofessional em
ployees unless they vote for such inclusion, 
prevents guards or plant protection employ
ees from being represented by labor organi
zations representing other than guards, and 
requires that craft unions must be recog
nized unless a majority of ·the craft votes 
against it. The bill further provides that 
tlie board must conduct an election in which 
a majority of the eligible voters in the unit 
must vote in favor of the union shop before 
such union shop is legal. More important 
still is a provision in the bill which prevents 
such election being held if a question of 
representation exists. 

There are thousands of collective bargain
ing units now enjoying the privileges of the 
union shop which include within their scope 
certain supervisory employees, professional 
employees, guards, and employees of more 
than one craft. In some of these units a 
separation must necessarily be made to com
ply with the law. Until all of these repre
sentation cases are settled the representa
tive of the employees in the existing units 
will be foreclosed from petitioning the board 
for an election on the union-shop question. 
As a matter of fact, with he added induce
ment in the bill for individuals and minor 
groups to further subdivide existing collec
tive bargaining units, it is doubtful whether 
a vote on the question of a union shop could 
ever be taken where there exists any distin
guishable group of discontented employees. 
Furthermore this act gives the employer the 
right to initiate a representation dispute 
merely on the ground that one or more in
dividuals have presented claims to be rec
ognized as representatives of a unit of em
ployees. 

Should any union h ave the good fortune 
to obtain a union-shop agreement under the 
foregoing conditions it will st ill be confront
ed with an impossible problem in maintain
ing it. 

This bill makes it an unfair labor prac
tice for an employer to discharge an em
ployee for nonmembership in a labor or
ganization if he has reasonable grounds for 
believing that membership was denied or 
terminated on grounds other than the fail
ure to tender periodic dues and init iation 
fee, and makes it an unfair labor practice 
for a union to cause or attempt to cause an 
employer to discharge an employee for non
membership on any ground other than his 
failure to tender the periodic dues and ini
tiation fee. 

Thus, regardless of the conduct of the 
union member, or his character or activities, 
neither the union nor the employer can, 
without risk of being charged with an unfair 
labor practice, bring about . the termination 
of his employment on any ground of non
membership in the union other than a .fail
ure to pay dues or initiation fees. 

For example, this blll requires that no 
union shall be certified as the collective bar
gaining representative if one of its officers is 
a Communist. The union may undoubtedly 
remove such member from office or even from 
membership in the union in order to obtain 
the right of representation or to maintain 
order and discipline in the union. The em
ployer, however, even under a union shop 
agreement, could not discharge such Com
munist from h is employment without being 
guilty of an unfair labor practice. One of 
the vital purposes of the union shop is to 
permit the union to handle its own affairs in 
such manner as to make it possible to assume 
and carry out the responsibilities expected of 
it. If, as is so commonly stated, the unions 
should assume more responsibility for the 
powers vested in them, it certainly should 
follow that they should be vested with suffi
cient power to carry out that responsibility. 

It is apparent from the foregoing that this 
bill does not, as is declared by its sponsors, 
grant to employees and labor orga.nizations 
a procedure under which a union shop may be 
established and maintained. 
THE BILL JEOPARDIZES VACATIONS WITH PAY, 

COMPENSATIO!'i FOR SICK LEAVE, ETC. 

A term which has been almost universally 
misunderstood in labor-management rela
tions is "feather bedding." Section 8 {b) (6) 
of t h e conference .bill purports to ban 
"feat her bedding." It is generally recognized 
by those familiar with labor laws that there 
are a number of benefits accorded employees 
which contemplate the payment of money 
or some other thing of value for time not 
worked. 

The present bill makes it an unfair labor 
practice for a labor organization or its agents 
"to cause or attempt to cause an employer 
to pay or deliver or a.gree to pay or deliver 
any money or other thing of value, in the 
nature of an exaction, for services which are 
not performed or not to be performed." 

It is not clear what the bill means by re
ferring to the payment of money "in the 
nature of an exaction." The word "exaction" 
contemplates any use of compulsion and 
does not necessarily refer only to extortion 
or to conduct of unjust severity. Thus a 
strike m: a threat to strike might well con
stitute a type of force which would be well 
within the meaning of the term "exaction." 

Some of the objectives of employees which 
contemplate payment for services not 
rendered are vacations with pay, payment 
to employees while on sick leave, and, even 
more generally, a rule which requires that 
employees who are called for service and not 
used on that particular day are entitled to 
compensation for a fixed number of hours. 

These objectives, as well as others which 
could pe mentioned, liave never been con
sidered to be unreasonable or unjust, and 
yet it is clear that they involve payment for 
services which are not performed and which 
are not to be performed. It would seem, 
therefore, that they would come within the 
meaning of the provisions of section 8 (b) (6). 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, June 20, 1947, he pre
sented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bills: 

S. 814. An act to provide support for wool, 
and for other purposes; and 

S.l230. An act to amend section 2 (a) of 
the National Housing Act, as amended. 

LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS
VETO MESSAGE 

The Senate resumed the reconsider
ation of the bill <H. R. 3020) to prescribe 
fair and equitable rules of conduct to be 
observed by labor and management in 
their relations with one another which 
affect commerce, to protect the rights of 

individual workers in their relations with 
labor organizations whose activities af
fect commerce, to recognize the para
mount public interest in labor disputes 
affecting commerce that endanger the 
public health, safety, or welfare, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
quest ion is, Shall the bill pass, the objec
tions of the President of the United 
States to the contrary notwithstanding? 

Mr. MURRAY. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRES~ING OFFICER. The 
Clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushfleld 
Butler 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Chavez 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 
Green 
Gurney 

Hatch Murray 
Hawkes Myers 
Hayden O'Conor 
Hicken1ooper O'Daniel 
Hill O'Mahoney 
Hoey Overton 
Holland Pepper 
Ives Reed 
Jenner Revercomb 
Johnson, Colo. Robertson, Va. 
Johnston, S. C. Robertson, Wyo. 
Kern Russell 
Kilgore Saltonstall 
Knowland Smith 
Langer Sparkman 
Lodge Taft 
McCarran Taylor 
McCarthy Thye 
McClellan Tydings 
McFarland Umstead 
McGrath Vandenberg 
McKellar Watkins 
McMahon Wherry 
Magnuson White 
Malone Wiley 
Martin Williams 
Maybank Wilson 
Millikin Young 
Moore 
Morse 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty
eight Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

The question is, Shall the bill pass, the 
objections of the President of the United 
States to the contrary notwithstanding? 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER FLOODS 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Appendix of the RECORD a brief 
United Press dispatch published in the 
Washington Post of June 18, describing 
the major Mississippi River flood now 
hitting the 150-mile stretch of the cen
tral Mississippi Valley. It is pointed out 
that the Iowa State Department of Agri
culture predicts that most of the bottom 
land in the southern half of the State 
will produce no corn this year, with an 
estimated loss of millions of dollars. 
This new flood now cresting along the 
Mississippi River is prevented only by 
already weakened levees from sweeping 
across 400,000 acres of the Nation's rich
est farm land. 

These startling facts prompt me also 
to ask to have printed in the RECORD two 
ably written editorials describing this 
continuing problem of damaging floods, 
and pointing out the necessity of once 
and for all preventing such devastation 
through the enactment of a unified river 
basin resources development plan such 
as is suggested in the Missouri Valley Au
thority bill, Senate bill 1156. One edi
torial, entitled "At Expense of the 
Many, .. was published in the York, Fa., 
Gazetl(;e and Daily for June 16. The 
other, entitled "MVA, Lesson of the 
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Floods," was published in the St . Louis 
Post Dispatch of June 11. I commend 
these thoughtfully written editorials to 
Members of the Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

Mr. TAFT. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Obj ec

tion is heard. 
LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATION8-VETO 

MESSAGE -

The Senate resumed the reconsidera
tion of the bill (H. R. 3020 r to prescribe 
fair and equitable rules of conduct to be 
observed by labor and management in 
their relations with one another which 
affect commerce, to protect the rights 
of individual workers in their relations 
with labor organizations whose activi
ties affect commerce, to recognize the 
paramount public interest in labor dis
putes affecting commerce that endanger 
the public health, safety, or welfare, and 
for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass, the ob
jections of the PJtesident of the .United 
States to the contrary notwithstanding? 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate take a recess until 
12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, may we 
have the motion stated again? 

Mr. McGRATH. The motion is that 
the Senate take a rec·ess until 12 o'clock 
noon tomorrow. 

Mr. WHITE. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
absence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The Clerk will call the roll. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Pre5ident, there 

seems to be some desire to vote. I 
withdraw my suggestion of the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
McGRATH]. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
absence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The Clerk will' call the roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest that a 
second quorum call at this time is not 
in order, because no business has been 
transacted by the Senate since the last 
quorum call. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, busi
ness certainly was transacted. I asked 
unanimous consent to have certain mat
ters printed in the RECORD, and objection 
was made. That is the transaction of 
business. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will have to rule that that was not 
business. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, what is 
the ruling of the Chair on the point of 
order raised by the Senator from Cali
fornia? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The rul
ing of the Chair is that the refusal of 
the Senate to permit the matters pre
sented by the S::mator from Montana to 
be printed in the RECORD was not the 
t ransaction of business. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I appeal 
from the decision of the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Shall the decision of the 
Chair stand as the judgment of the 
Senate? 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mh. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a Sena

tor certainly has a right to make a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question before the Senate is the appeal 
from the decision of the Chair. The 
question is, Shall the decision of the 
Chair stand as the judgment of the 
Senate? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro. tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. Is the question subject 
to debate ? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
appeal from the decision of the Chair 
is debatable. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary Inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. If a Member of the body 
debates the appeal from the decision of 
the Chair, and thereafter seeks to make 
a speech on the veto message, will his 
speech on the appeal from the decision 
of the Chair count as one speech against 
the veto message? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It 
will not. 

The question is, Shall the decision of 
the Chair stand as the judgment of the 
Senate? 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
should like to discuss that question. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Montana is recognized. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I asked 
permission to have printed in the Ap
pendix of the RECORD certain editorials 
and a newspaper article concerning the 
Mississippi flood which is now raging 
in the Mississippi Valley. It seems to me 
that this is. a matter of such vital con
cern to the Natio~ that this materia1 
should appear in the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD. I cannot understand how any Sen
ator could oppose such a reasonable re
quest on my part, because it seems to 
me that the Senate ought to be willing 
to be advised with reference to the 
dangerous flood situation which prevails 
at this time, and which is of great con
cern to the American people. 

There is now pending before· one of the 
Senate committees a resolution calling 
for an immediate study of this problem. 
It seems to me that if Members of this 
body understood what I am seeking to 
accomplish they would not desire to block 

my action. I cannot believe that the 
Senate desires to remain in ignorance of 
this problem. I therefore suggest that 
the Senate should vote in favor of re
versing thr ruling of the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question before the Senate is, Shall the 
decision of the Chair stand as the judg
ment of the Senate? 

Mr. MURRAY. I ask for the yeas and 
na~s. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, a point of/ 

order--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, supported by the 
Parliamentarian, no business having 
been transacted, a quorum call is not 
in order. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ap
peal from the ruling of the Chair. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. Does not the appeal 
from the decision of the Chair itself con
stitute a sufficient transaction of busi
ness so that a Member of this body can 
suggest the absence of a quorum so as to 
obtain the attendance of Senators who 
are absent, and who do not know what 
has transpired? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is 
not the transaction of business until it 
is voted upon. 

The question is, Shall the decision of 
the Chair stand as the judgment of the 
Senate? [Putting the question.] 

The decision of the Chair was sus
tained. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
McGRATH] that the Senate take a recess 
until 12 o'clock noon ·tomorrow. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is the 
demand sufficiently seconded? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Oregon will be recognized 
· in a moment. 

Is the demand for the yeas and nays 
sufficiently seconded? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

clerk will call the roll, unless the Sen
ators from Oregon wishes to· be recog
nized. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator's request for a quorum call is 
justified , and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Brooks 
Buck 
Butler 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Chavez 

Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 
Hatch 
Hawkes 
Hickenlooper 

Hill 
Hoey 
Holland 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnston, S. C. 
Kilgore 
Know land 
Langer 
Lodge 
McCarran 
McCarthy 
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McClellan O'Danlel Taylor 
McFarland Overton Thye 
McGrath Pepper Umstead 
Malone Reed Vandenberg 
Martin Revercomb Watkins 
Maybank Robertson, Va. Wherry 
Mlllikin Robertson, Wyo.White 
Moore Russell . Wiley 
Morse Saltonstall Wi11iams 
Murray Sparkman Young 
Myers Taft 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty
eight Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

The question is on the motion of the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Mc
GRATH] that the Senate take a recess un
til 12 o'clock noon tomorrow. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The mo
tion is not debatable; and the clerk will 
call the roll. . · 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. . 

Mr. REED <when his name was called). 
I have a general pair with the Senator 
from New York [Mr. WAGNER]. On this 
vote I transfer that ·pair to the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] and will 
vote. I vote ''nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. WHEERY. I announce that the 

Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], 
who is absent because of illness, is paired 
with the Senator from New York [Mr. 
WAGNER]. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES] is absent on committee 
business. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BusHFIELD] and the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. WILSON] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
GuRNEY], the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. KEM], and the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] are unavoidably de
tained. 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ToBEY] is necessarily absent because of 
illness in his family.. 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen
ator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY), the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD), the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY], 
the Senator from California [Mr. 
DowNEY], the Senator from Louisi.ana 
[Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. GREEN], the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. JOHNSON], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR], the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Mc
MAHON], the Senators from Maryland 
[Mr. TYDINGS and Mr. O'CONOR), and 
the Senator- from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHoNEYJ are unavoidably detained. 

The Senator from Illinois £Mr. LucAs], 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON], and the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. STEWART] are absent on 
public business. 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
THOMAS] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS] 
is absent by leave of the Senate, having 
been appointed a delegate to the Inter
national Labor Conference at Geneva, 
Switzerland. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
WAGNER], who is necessarily absent, has 
a general pair with the Senator froni 
Kansas £Mr. REED]. The transfer of 
that pair to the Senator from Vermont 

[Mr. FLANDERS] has previously been an
nounced by the Senator from Kansas. 

The result was announced-yeas, 16, 
nays 52, as follows: 

YEAS-16 
Aiken McCarran 

· Chavez McFarland 
Hill McGrath 
Johnston, S. C. Morse 
Kilgore Murray 
Langer Myers 

Baldwin 
Ball 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Brooks 
Buck 
Butler 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Dcmnell 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 

NAY8-52 
George 
Hatch 
Hawkes 
Hickenlooper 
Hoey 
Holland 
Ives 
Jenner 
Know land 
Lodge 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
Malone 
Martin 
May bank 
Millikin 
Moore 
O'Danlel 

Pepper 
Russell 
Sparkman 
Taylor 

Overton 
Reed 
Revercomb 
Robertson, Va. 
Robertson, Wyo. 
Sal tonstall 
Taft 
Thye 
Umstead 
Vandenberg 
Watkins 
Wherry 
White 
Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

NOT VOTING-27 
Barkley 
Bridges 
Bushfield 
Byrd 
Connally 
Downey 
Ellender 
Flanders 
Green 

Gurney 
Hayden 
Johnson, Colo. 
Kern 
Lucas 
McKellar 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
O'Conor 

O'Mahoney 
Smith 
Stewart 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Tydings 
Wagner 
Wilson 

So the Senate refused to take a recess. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

question · is, Shall the bill pass, the ob
jections of the President of the United 
States to the .contrary notwithstanding? 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

yeas and nays have been ordered. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I think 

it is deplorable that the majority will 
not agree to let this mattter go over until 
Monday or some other day next week in 
order that the American people may have 
time to read the President's veto message 
and listen to the President on the radio 
and form their own conclusions about 
this matter, and then have sufficient time 
to inform the Members of the Senate how 
they feel regarding this most important 
and vital subject. I deplore the fact that 
the majority have thrown the gauntlet to 
us, instead of agreeing to let this matter 
go over until next week, and that they 
have said they will hold us here and 
make us talk, if we want to give the 
American people time to consider this 
matter. 

Mr. President, I have heard the word 
"filibuster" used here on this fioor. In 
my opinion, a filibuster exists when a 
group of Senators, large or small, begins 
to talk with th.e object in mind of pre
venting action on a piece of legislation. 
Certainly my object is not to prevent the 
taking of action on this legislation. I 
realize that that could not be done, in 
the first place, for it is a long time until 
the final adjournment of this session of 
Congress. I have no desire to prevent 
action upon this bill. My sole aim and 
hope is that action will be postponed suf
ficiently long to enable the American 
people to have the opportunity for the 
first time, I believe, to obtain a true pic
ture of this piece of legislation, in order 
that they may decide what they think 

of it; because, after all, we are only the 
servants of the American people, and if 
they have had no opportunity to get a 
clear understanding of the full meaning 
of the provisions of this bill and what 
it will mean to them, they have not had 
sufficient time to study it; and naturally, 
therefore, they have not been sufficiently 
informed to be able to let us know what 
they really think of it. 

Only now is organized labor becoming 
acquainted with the full implications of 
this bill. They are the people most vitally 
and most directly interested, the people 
whose livelihood will be directly threat
ened because their means of sustaining 
their wage scales and of securing decent 
working conditions and the things that 
affect them most fundamentally will be 
seriously impaired, in many cases de
stroyed, if this bill becomes law. 

But I say that only now, at this late 
date, have the members of organized 
labor become fully cognizant of the full 
implications of this measure, and only 
now are they really making their voices 
heard. Only now are they writing to 
their Senators and their Representatives 
in Congress. Indeed, so desperate is 
their plight that they are coming to 
Washington, to try to prevail upon the ., 
people they sent here to represent them, 
to get them, in turn, to fulfill that obliga
tion and truly represent them by repudi
ating this legislation. 

Mr. President, I believe the President 
of the United States has given us an op
portunity to save this Nation from one 
of the most vicious pieces of class legisla
tion which has ever come out of the 
Congress. 
. I fervently hope that the President's 
wise action in vetoing the Taft-Hartley 
labor bill will be sustained by this great 
body: 

To me, Mr. President, the bill is com
pletely in the pattern of most of the legis
lation which has been sponsored at this 
session by Senators on the other side of 
the aisle. It attempts to do by subter-

. ftige what they dare not do by direct and 
open legislation. Through Its volumi
nous pages it presents us with many 
pious words, ostensibly designed to safe
guard the rights of labor, and to arrive at 
a general recipe for labor-industrial 
peace in our great Nation. In presenting 
those acres of pious words, the bill too 
closely follows the pattern of such legis
lation as the Reed-Bulwinkle bill, passed 
day before yesterday, to exempt .the rail
roads from the antitrust laws. It too 
strongly resembles the fine words con
tained in the so-called rent-control bill, 
which preserves the form but not the fact 
of rent control. 

The rent-control bill, Mr. President, 
is another measure very similar to the 
labor bill. It is another measure which 
is going to affect the working people most 
severely. Everyone will feel its effects, 
but the man who works for wages-the 
white-collar worker on a fixed income
they will be the ones least able to bear 
the dire consequences of the so-called 
rent-control bill, which was passed by the 
Senate yesterday. 

At that time, Mr. President, I meant to 
go into the question of the so-called ad
visory boards provided for in the rent
control measure. As Senators know, the 
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rent-control bill provided that the gover
nors of the val:'ious States should appoint 
boards in· their various rent-control 
areas. I am sure the proposal was of
fered in good faith by the junior Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], for 
whom I have the highest respect, and I 
am sure that he thought it would be a 
good idea, or he would not have presented 
it for consideration. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am happy to yield to 
my friend the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am sure the Sena
tor from Idaho knows--

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair will advise the Senator from Idaho 
that he can yield only for & question. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am asking the 
Senator a question. I am sure the Sena
tor from Idaho knows, does he not, that 
the Senator from Alabama, when he of
fered the proposal that there be local 
advisory boards, did not propose that 
those boards should be named by the 
respective governors, but that they should 
be named by the person, whoever he 
might be, whom we would designate as 
the rent control director? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I had not remembered 
that. I am glad the Senator called it to 
my attention. That absolves him from 
any responsibility in the criticism which 
I am about to level at this so-called rent
control measure. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. If ·~he Senator will 
yield further, I should like to ask him 
another question. 

Mr. TAYLOR. May I yield for the 
question, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator may yield for a question. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Would the Senator 

from Idaho have been in favor of local 
bo::trds had they been set up as the Sen
ator from Alabama intended them to be 
when he suggested that they be named 
by the Director, in order to have people 
who were down on the local level assist 
the Director, and advise him as to the 
three or four things which were speci
fied, first, whether or not a particular 
area or portion thereof should be wholly 
decontrolled; second, whether or not 
there should be a general increase of rent 
in that particular area or portion of an 
area; third, whether or not there should 
be some relief for that particular area or 
section of it in some other form; and 
fourth, whether or not individual cases 
in that particular area or section might 
be entitled to some specific relief? 
Would the Senator have supported that 
type of local advisory board, which was 
the type suggested by the Senator from 
Alabama? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I may 
say to the able Senator from Alabama 
that I doubt if I could have supported 
the plan even had it been in that form, 
which was far superior to the way it is 
now. I never did feel that it would work. 
I appreciated the Senator's intention. 
It was a good .idea to get this matter to 
the local level, but I have several reasons 
for thinking it would not work. 

One reason is that we are presuming 
that there still exists the spirit of self
sacrifice which was apparent during the 

war, when people were willing to serve 
on the draft boards. Patriotism was the 
impelling motive then, Mr. President, be
cause certainly those people took a great 
deal of abuse, and received no remunera
tion. That was one of the finest jobs 
that was done during the war, one of the 
most unselfish, because, while the men 
who actually went away to war received 
glory and praise, the draft boards gen
erally received little but condemnation, 
from people who thought they should re
ceive special favors. The service of the 
draft boards was a great monument to 
our American way of life, to the high 
quality of the citizenship of our people. 
In an overwhelming majority of the 
cases our draft program was handled on 
a fair, impartial, patriotic basis. 

It is now proposed that people be ap
pointed to serve on rent boards, and the 
abuse will be heaped upon them for rais
ing people's rent or not raising it. They 
are bound to get abuse in every instance, 
because if they raise the rent the tenant 
will abuse them and if they do not raise 
the rent the landlord is going to be their 
enemy for life. So, anyone who would 
volunteer to serve on one of these rent 
boards· might just as well go around and 
kiss half his friends goodbye, landlord or 
tenant, for they are bound to be one or 
the other. The members of the board 
are going to lose one out of every two 
friends they have in the community. I 
do not believe we would be able to get 
people tcr serve on the boards unless they 
had a special reason for serving. 

If there had been a provision that the 
boards were to be apportioned among 
various segments of our population, for 
example, with a representative of labor, 
a representative of real-estate interests, 
a representative of the renters, and a 
representative of the public, that might 
be all right. If we could get a fair rep
presentation in that way, the idea might 
have worked, except for the fact that the 
members are to be appointed by the Gov
ernors of the State. 

The rent boards are to have the priv
ilege of raising the rent on one house, a 
block of houses, a whole city, a whole 
district. They can raise the ceiling or 
they can abolish the rent on one house, 
or two houses, or a block of houses, or 
for a city, or for a whole district. 

When the Governor appoints ' these 
people, if he wants to be political about 
it, and an election is not very far away, 
he can and will probably appoint mem
bers of his own party, be they Democrats 
or Republicans. I am not casting asper
sions on any one party; I am merely 
mentioning politics. The members of 
one party could raise the rent for land
lords who were their Democratic friends. 
They could lower the rents of their Dem
ocratic friends who were tenants. 
They could discriminate in either way. 
They would not take the responsibility. 
They could lay the blame on the Federal 
employees who were in the office and had 
to meet the public face to face. They 
would say, "Look what those bureaucrats 
are doing to you." So it will not work 
out satisfactory, in any way, shape, or 
form. 

Mr. President, I meant to discuss that 
subject yesterday, but it slipped my 
mind; not that it would have made any 

difference, because Senators probably 
had made up their minds as to how they 
intended to vote. 

I want to say, Mr. President, I am 
happy to see the seats here all filled. 
I do not know what has impelled Sena
tors to stay i.n such fm·ce to listen to me. 
I am highly gratified by this display 
of friendly affection and interest in my 
remarks. ' 

Mr. President, the labor bill too 
strongly resembles the fine words con
tained in the so-called rent-control bill, 
which preserves the form but not the 
fact of rent control in our country. Its 
form, more than coincidentally, appears 
to be the same as that of the legislation 
which has been introduced to emascu
late our reclamation projects in the 
West, by cutting out the public power 
features, which are so necessary to their 
financing. I may say, in speaking of 
public power and private power, that in 
the last election in Idaho, the Demo
crats campaigned on an issue of the 
CVA. Those initials, Mr. President, 
stand for Columbia Valley Authority. 
We wanted ta develop our great North
west. Senator Hugh Mitchell, who 
served here during the last Congress, was 
greatly interested in CV A. He was one 
of my closest friends; I respected him 
highly; in fact, I thought as much of 
Hugh Mitchell as of any man I ever met. 
We sat next to each other, and our 
friendship was so close that, several 
times, each of us had an opportunity 
because of seniority to -move our seats 
nearer the front, but we refused, in order 
that we might stay close to each other. 
I know he was a man of integrity and 
honesty and high principle. He told me 
he hoped to put through the Columbia 
Valley Authority, to develop the re
sources of the Northwest, and especially 
his State of Washington. He told me 
of the great plans he had for aiding his 
people in the State of Washington. We 
campaigned in Idaho, in the last elec
tion, on the issue of a Columbia Valley 
Authority, right down the line. We had 
strong opposition. The contractors op
posed it. Under the present system of 
handling reclamation, we let a contract 
for one dam e:very 5 or 10 years. · The 
contract is let to a private contractor 
or group of contractors. They round up 
the machinery, rent it, lease it, or buy it, 
and haul it back into the hills. They 
get a gang of green-horn laborers, and 
transport them back into the mountains. 
They have to go to the expense of re
cruiting them each time. Then they 
complete the work on one dam, or per
haps they just do part of it, and Con
gress refuses to appropriate funds with 
which to carry on the work, so they all 
move out for a year or so; the machinery · 
is dispersed again about the West. Then 
we get a little more money from Con
gress, · and the contractors round up all 
the boys and the machinery and go back 
to work for a little while longer; the 
appropriation runs out; they take all 
the machinery out, and the workers re
turn to their homes in the various 
States. We get another little appropri
ation, and they work a little while 
longer. 

That is very fine for the contractors. 
They do not like the idea of a valley au
thority, because, if the work were done 
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the way it was done in Tennessee, the 
Government would set up a construction 
outfit which would move from one dam 
to another, become proficient and effi
cient, and would do the work much 
cheaper. The Government, under CV A, 
would save the people millions upon mil
lions of dollars. 

The contractors do not like that , so 
they fight a valley authority. I think, 
really, Mr. President, that they are very 
short-sighted, because if they were to get 
behind it and let us get a valley author
ity, the development that would take 
place would create enough additional 
activity on the part of private interests 
to more than compensate the contrac
tors for the loss of the one dam they get 
every 5 or 10 years, but they cannot see 
it that way. 

"A dam in the hand is worth two in a 
valley authority" is their motto. · The 
power companies oppose the Columbia 
Valley Authority, because, Mr. President, 
if we develop a small amount of cheap 
power in the Northwest, and municipal
ities and REA cooperatives are permitted 
to buy it and distribute it to their cus
tomers, they will do it more cheaply; 
they will cut out or lessen power-com
pany dividends. The power companies 
would not lose anything, actually. They 
would be paid, if the municipality voted 
to take over their facilities; but the 
stockholders would miss those dividend 
checks. 

However, I might say this: There are 
a large number of patriotic citizens in 
Idaho who own large blocks of stock in 
the Idaho- Power Co. who. favor the Co
lumbia Valley Authority, because they 
know it means cheaper power for their 
farms and other undertakings. They 
know they would be just as well off with
out the dividend checks from the power 
company. They would get their returns 
in other ways, through opportunities of 
investing money in other places. How
ever, the power companies opposed CVA 
bitterly. They had a very clever scheme. 
They simply told the people that if there 
were a Columbia Valley Authority they 
would lose their water rights. Now, of 
course, Secretary Krug came to Idaho 
to tell them that their water rights would 
be protected under a CV A even better 
than they are now; we all told thell?- that. 
The question is important, Mr. Presi
dent--water is all we have in Idaho. 
The land is of little value without water. 
It can be seen readily that water is what 
creates the value. The farmers could 
not be blamed. I did not blame them 
for being apprehensive about a Colum
bia Valley Authority in view of what they 
had been told. It is as if someone came 
to me and told me that if a certain bill 
passed he would take my oldest son out 
and shoot him. I might not believe it, 
but I love that boy and I would not take 
a chance. That is the way the farmers 
in Idaho felt about their water rights. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Idaho yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield to the Senator 
for a question. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
First, I desire to say that I agree thor
oughly with what the Senator has said 
about power and about the power in-

terests. I have enjoyed what he has had 
to say about rent control. I wanted to 
know if the Senator from Idaho would 
favor the payment of terminal leave 
bonds in cash, in the event the· bill hav
ing that purpose in view were reported 
favorably by the committee? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I cer
t ainly would be in favor of paying our 
terminal-leave bonds in cash. As I have 
pointed out here, and as others have 
pointed out, the actual take-home pay of 
our workers is dwindling. It is I believe 
about $5,000,000 ,000 below the peak, in 
spite of the fact that all the soldiers have 
come home adding to the total force of 
wage earners. If all those who were 
workihg during the war, while the 
soldiers were away, and if now all, in
cluding the soldiers, get $5,000,000,-
000 less now than the war workers 
received, what are the soldiers living on? 
I suppose many of the veterans have 
nothing. It would be a very good time 
to pay the terminal-leave bonds in cash. 
Most of the soldiers now, of course, are 
married, I suppose, and many probably 
have infants. As I pointed out earlier 
this evening, in the city of Philadelphia 
the consumption of fresh milk has 
fallen off 7 percent, recently. That can 
be attributed to nothing in the world 
other than the fact that the people 
simply do not have enough money to buy 
this absolute necessity. Inasmuch as 
the veterans are probably in the ma
jority as parents of small children at 
the present moment, it would seem that 
they could use the money due from their 
bonds to buy milk for their babies. Yes, 
I certainly would vote for a measure to 
pay the veterans in cash for their ter
minal-leave bonds. 

To get back to my point about a Valley 
Authority, Mr. President, those opposed 
to such an Authority told the people of 
Idaho that if a Columbia Valley Author
ity were established, the people would 
lose their water rights. It scared the 
people to death, and our candidates 
were defeated. 

Oddly enough, the power company fur
nished much of the money for this at
tack. They had front organizations to 
speak for them and spend the money. 
One was the National Reclamation As
sociation, which has degenerated into a 
front organization for contractors, power 
companies, private fertilizer interests, 
coal companies, and barge companies. 
Another such front organization is called 
the Southwestern Idaho Water Conser
vation League, Inc. It was- set up in 
Idaho, originally, by irrigation farmers 
to promote irrigation, but the power 
companies, the contractors, and the spe
cial-interest groups found they could use 
these organizations. So they bored from 
within. We hear talk about the Com
munists boring from within. They are 
not the only borers from within in this 
country. I will say that the power com
panies and special-interest groups in 
Idaho are some of the most expert borers 
from within that I have ever seen. They 
took over these organizations, and for 
a while they could obtain genuine dirt 
farmers to serve as officials of these 
groups, until the farmers found out how 
they were being used. Then the farmers 

· refused to serve. So during· the last cam-

paign these front groups had to have offi
cials of the Idaho Power Co., bank offi
cials, and officials of the contracting 
companies serve as the board of direc
tors of these alleged water-conservation 
groups which were supposed ostensibly 
represented the interests of the people 
who owned irrigated land. 

I should like to say, Mr. President, that 
I could end this feud with the Idaho 
Power Co. any time I saw fit to do so. 
I could get them to support the Colum
bia Valley Authority, and they would cer
tainly be glad to support it. In fact, I 
was told recently by a substantial stock
holder of the Idaho Power Co. that if I 
would agree, and if I could get the Inte
rior Department to agree, to give the 
Idaho Power Co. a 20-year lease on the 
power from all the dams in Idaho, with 
an option to renew for 20 years. more, 
they would cease ~md desist in their ef
forts to bloclc the Columbia Valley Au
thority, and we could all get together and 
live happily ever after. We would get 
our valley authority, we could irrigate 
our land, if we would just let them have 
the power. Of course, that would not 
be so good, because the power would not 
be available at cheap rates. It would not 
be attractive to industry. We would only 
get one-third of the benefits we should 
get out of such a project. All we would 
get would be supplemental water for the 
land now under irrigation, and water for 
new land. We would get that. It would 
result in homes for veterans. It would 
help develop our State. But we would 
not get the new industry which would 
come if we could furnish abundant cheap 
power. We would lose the benefit which 
would come from new industries, and we 
would ·also lose the benefits of cheaper 
power for home consumption. Thus 
these interests work. 

It is a question which must be decided, 
whether we want to compromise and give 
the private power companies the elec
tricity and let them make a profit on it 
in exchange for the cooperation in get
ting the Valley Authority. In 40 years 
we might have a chance to enjoy the full 
benefit. The alternative is to continue 
to fight straight down the line. Per
sonally, that is what I would do. I like to 
do that. But, the people of Idaho are 
deeply concerned over this matter, and 
I will confer with them and see what they 
think. I will try to find whether they 
believe it would be better to compromise 
for immediate gains, or just stick to our 
guns. I think we can beat them in the 
next election. If we cannot, then I be
lieve we can in the next election, and if 
not in that election; then in the next 
one. And there ought to be others after 
that. 

I may say, Mr. President, that we did 
not fare too badly in the election in Idaho 
on the issue of a Columbia Valley Au- " 
thority. In the States of Washington, 
Idaho, Utah, and Nevada there were 
senatorial elections in 1944 and again in 
1946. I may say that in the State of 
Washington my good friend, to whom I 
previously referred, Hugh Mitchell, was 
the candidate for the Senate. He was an 
incumbent Senator. In the State of 
Utah, Abe Murdock, a very fine and able 
Senator, was the candidate and an in
cumbent. In Nevada, the candidate was 
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Mr. Berkele:V Bunker. He was in the 
House and had served in the Senate. But 
here was the difference. In the State .. of 
Washington, Hugh Mitchell, who had in
troduced the bill, thought he saw the con
servative trend, so he did not stress too 
heavlly the issue of a Columbia Valley 
Authority. In Nevada, Mr. Bunker, who 
had been quite liberal the last year or 
so, drifted quite a ways over to the right 
to get in line. In Utah, Senator Mur:.. 
dock had no good, liberal issue, although 
he had been known as a New Dealer. 
In Idaho, our candidate, -Mr. George 
Donart, was not an incumbent. He was 
a State senator. In spite of that fact, 
in Idaho from 1944 to 1946 we Democrats 
lost 9 percent, in Washington the Demo
crats lost 10 percent, in Utah they lost 
11 percent, and in Nev.ada they lost 14 
percent. The Democrats lost almost in 
direct proportion to the liberal tone set 
in the campaigns they conducted. So, we 
will probably be back campaigning again 
on this issue of a Columbia Valley Au
thority. 

Mr. President, the appropriaion . bills 
we have pass-ed here in the name of na
tional economy have throttled individual 
functions in reclamation, public power, 
agriculture, labor relations, and in a 
score of other activities. These appro
priation bills involve selective cutting, 
cuts which would take the heart out of 
the programs which hav• been legislated 
by law. I wish to disassociate myself 
from these cuts which have been going 
on in Congress. I do not approve of this 
type of legislation. Most of the cuts the 
West has received are not in out-of
pocket expense; they are simply refusals 
to make investments in developments for 
which the Government will be paid back 
fully in cash. In addition, when a recla
mation development is built not only is 
the money paid back in full but industries 
are started, farms and factories estab
lished, and in all this development in
creased production results, with the fur
ther benefit that millions of dollars of 
additional taxes will be paid into the 
Federal Treasury. It is a handsome in
vestment; and yet we have cut it down. 

Mr. President, I feel that, if the Senate 
believes that we should have a bill which 
would take away the rights of working
men to form a union and bargain collec
tively on working conditions and hours, 
it should pass · a straightforward repeal 
of the Wagner Act and the Norris-La
Guardia Act. 

Mr. President, a parliamentary in
quiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BALDWIN in the chair). The Senator will 
state it. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Would it be proper for 
the speaker to ask a question of the act
ing majority leader? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair holds that, under the rules, such 
procedure is not in order. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Ve?y well. 
Mr. President, we should presen~ the 

people of the Nation with a clear-cut 
decision in which they could concur or 
not concur at the polls. 

I had intended to ask the acting ma
jority leader if he had any idea how long 

he intended to keep us here tonight, so 
that I would know how to pace myself. 
If we are going to stay a long time, I do 
not want to take it too fast or become 
excited. On the other hand, if it is a 
reasonable length of time, I shall try to 
give the occupants of the gallery a run 
for their money. But inasmuch as there 
is no way of knowing, we shall have to 
assume that we shall be here until morn
ing, when the sun comes up. 

That is nothing new to me. I spent 
my life in show business, and we never 
got started until this time of the eve
ning. We would finish about 1 o'clock, 
and then, for a good many years-7 or 8 
years before I came to the Senate-after 
that time I would read about economics, 
what the Congress was not doing, and 
things like that. Many times I would 
sit up until the sun came up, trying to 
prepare myself for the day when I 
should be in Washington. So it will not 
put me out a great deal if we stay here 
until sunup. 

Mr. President, we should not entangle 
our laws with thousands of words of 
window dressing which pretend to pre
serve the spirit of our beneficial labor 
laws but which will, in fact, dismember 
them when the lawyers and the courts 
have finally succeeded in ferreting out 
the meaning of the Congress. 

I have reluctantly come to the con
clusion that the majority in thi,S Con
gress has but one aim. That aim, it 
must appear upon the basis of the legis
lation which we have passed, is to send 
the Nation into another great depres
sion as quickly as we possibly can. 

Mr. President, the "bust" of 1929 to 
1932 was hatched by the policies pursued 
by the Republican administration of 
Harding, Coolidge, and Hoover. The de
pression, as it was called in those days, 
resulted from the scarcity of purchasing 
power on the lower levels and a muscle
bound concentration of power and 
wealth above. 

I wish to make it plain t,hat I am not 
in any way conducting a filibuster. I am 
only talking to give the American people 
time to think this question over, to read 
the President's message, and decide 
whether or not they think this is good 
legislation. I am acting in the best in
terests of the American people. I am 
not trying to prevent action on anything; 
but I think we should delay action long 
enough to let the people find out what 
this is all about. They have not yet had 
an opportunity to do so. 

I have previously spoken against this 
measure, but the press did not see fit to 
print my remarks. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield only for a ques
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it the position of the 
Senator from Idaho that the President 
of the United States is entitled to the 
courtesy of the lapse of time over the 
week-end, which would enable the Amer
ican people to study his veto message? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I think the President 
is entitled to that simple courtesy, and 
the American people are entitled to that 
opportunity. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. MORSE. Is it the position of the 

Senator from Idaho that the United 
States Senate should take a recess at this 
time so that there can be further con-

-/ sideration and reflection upon the ques
tion, and reconvene tomorrow at noon 
for further consideration? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Certainly that would 
be the fair thing to do. As I have previ
ously pointed out, I am willing to agree 
to a unanimous-consent arrangement to 
postpone consideration of this question 
until some time next week. I would be 
willing to agree upon Tuesday, Wednes
day, or Thursday. The President and a 
number of Senators are leaving the city 
on Tuesday to go to \Varm Springs, Ga., 
for dedication cer~monies. They will 
not be back until Thursday morning. 
Therefore it seems to me that Thursday 
would be the logical day. If we could 
reach such an agreement, we could pro
ceed with other legislation, and nothing 
would be delayed 1 minute. 

So Senators on the other side ought 
not to accuse me of delaying L;·onsidera
tion of the question. They are delaying 
it by being bull-headed and saying, "We 
must vote now," without giving the 
American people an opportunity to study 
the question. It was even suggested that 
we vote tonight, before the President 
could speak on the radio. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. MORSE. Is it the position of the 

Senator from Idaho that the United 
States Senate .should give the employers 
of America an opportunity to study the 
President's message and this legislation, 
so that they can make known their re
actions to Members of the Senate before 
we-finally vote on the legislation? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I think that is very im
portant. I believe that if the majority 
leadership are sincere in their desire to 
protect the best interests of the Ameri
can people, they will be happy and 
anxious to agree to some such arrange
ment, to give the people an opportunity 
to study the question. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it the opinion of the 
Senator from Idaho that after the coun
try has had an opportunity to react to 
the veto message and make known to 
Members of the Senate its views on the 
message, it will be our duty as individ
ual Senators, after we weigh those views, 
to exercise honest, independent judg
ment on the question as to whether we 
should vote to sustain or override the 
President's veto? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Of course, we should 
always exercise our best judgment. I 
point out to the Senator that on yester
day we had the wool bill before us. We 
have a lot of sheep out in Idaho, and 
someone owns them. I felt that the 
wool bill was detrimental to our best 
interests as a Nation, to our reciprocal
trade program, and I voted against it. 
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I have no idea what the political re
percussions will be in Idaho. I hope the 
President will veto it so that it will come 
back here and we can cut out the ob
jectionable parts and pass the support
price part of the bill so that our sheep
men will be taken care of. That is my 
hope. But if I had known that would 
not happen, I should still have been 
forcEd to vote against it in the best in
terests of my country. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 

Idaho agree with the junior Senator 
from Oregon that it is the duty of the 
individual Members of the Senate to 
weigh very carefully the points of view 
of their constituents on an issue such as 
the veto message and to satisfy them
selves that they have a full understand
ing as to what their constituents want 
done in ,regard to a message such as 
this? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Certainly. Each Sen
ator should always try to get the views 
of ·his constituents. He should be happy 
to receive them, at least, on any subject, 
and let them enter into the over-all con
sideration of the problem. I do not say 
. that they should always be the govern
ing factor, but we should consider them 
seriously. 

With reference to the Bulwinkle bill, 
frankly I received a number of resolu
tions from Idaho urging me to support 
the bill. But I am convinced that those 
people did not have an opportunity 
thoroughly to understand what the Bul
winkle bill would mean to them. So I 
had to exercise my best judgment. I 
had sought the most expert advice I 
could find on the subject and I voted 
against the bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 

Idaho agree with the junior Senator 
from Oregon that after receiving the 
views of his constituents on a given issue 
such as this-and such views could cer
tainly be received before the first part of 
next week-it then becomes the duty of 
each Senator to determine for himself, 
under our representative form of gov
ernment, whether the public welfare and 
interest will be best served by the pro
posed piece of legislation? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Certainly, a Senator 
should study this veto message carefully, 
b:=cause it is the clearest, most concise, 
and forthright analysis that has come to 
my attention. It should be weighed in 
that light anC: in the light of the feelings 
of his constituents. Then he should act 
according to his conscience and vote for 
what he feels would be best for all the 
people of America-not just the laboring 
man, but all the people. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator agree 

that if, after we have reached our final 
decision, after giving due weight to the 
views of our constituents on a given issue, 
we are of the opinion that our final view 
does not coincide with the view of a tem
porary majority as of that time, we have 

the political responsibility of standing 
upon our vote and taking to the people 
our reasons for our vote? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Absolutely. I may say 
that I did that in connection with the 
Columbia Valley Authority. There was 
no demand from the people of Idaho for 
a Columbia Valley Authority. They 
never heard o.;: it. I had tc go out and tell 
them about it and try, against great odds, 
to sell them on the idea. I shall continue 
to do so, because I think it is for the best 
interests of my people and for the United 
States. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes; I am happy to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
O.;:egon. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator agree 
that if we should agree to vote on the 
President's veto message tomorrow we 
simply would not have sufficient time to 
make an accurate check as to what pub
lic opinion on tne respective sides of the 
issue really is? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Of course, we would 
not have time. The President is going 
on the air this evening. By tomorrow 
our constituents will not have time to 
digest the matter and write us and let 
us know what their idea is as to how it 
is going to affect their business. That 
is very important. We have not gotten 
down to cases here and heard from the 
average businessman. He has not had 
a clear exposition of this bill and has 
not seen what it might do to him. It is 
important that we hear from those 
people. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes; I am happy to 
yield for a question. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator agree 
with me that if we should proceed to vote 
on this measure tomorrow there would 
be those within the ranks of the public 
who would be inclined to believe-rightly 
or wrongly, it is not for me to say-that 
we wa:1ted to get the vote over with be
fore we could hear from our constituents? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Oh, yes. As I said a 
while ago, I think that was the object. 
They wanted to get it over with before 
the President could open his mouth and 
have anything to say about it and be
fore the newspapers could print it, for 
that matter. No one could have gotten 
home from work and read about it in 
the evening paper if we had voted this 
afternoon. A man would have gotten 
home and looked at the paper and that 
would_ be the first time he would have 
seen anything a.l:>out the labor bill. Then 
he would turn on the radio and find out 
ab.ouf the vote which had already been 
taken just about the time he made · up 
his mind that the bill was not a good 
thing after all. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator agree 
with me that under our constitutional 
form of government the power of veto 
vested by the Constitution in the Presi
dent of the United States is one of the 
very important checks in our check-and
balance system? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Most certainly; and it 
is not something to be regarded lightly. 
When the President sends a veto mes
sage to the Congress we should, in the 
language of the West, take another look 
at our "hole card" and kind of look the 
proposition over again before we vote. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes; I am happy to 
yield to my good friend from Oregon. · 

Mr. MORSE. By his last statement 
does the Senator mean to make clear that 
he feels that because the veto power is 
one of the important checks vested in the 
President under our Constitution to pro
tect the. people from hasty action by a 
majority in Congress, we owe it to the 
people, to the President, and to our form 

... of government to give very careful and 
thorough study to any veto message, par
ticularly when it pertains to a subject 
which is vital to the Nation's economic 
welfare, as is this particular message? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Most certainly. This 
is, I believe, one of the most important 
messages in years on domestic problems, 
at least. No one can say that I am for 
this veto because I am a Democrat, be
cause I do not hesitate to oppose my 
own party whenever I feel that the party 
is wrong. I opposed President Roose
velt on his proposition to draft workers 
in defense plants. I had just come from 
a defense plant. and I opposed it. It was 
the first impoftant matter which came 
before us when I came to the Senate, and 
I had just told the people that I would 
probably agree with the President 95 per
cent of the time, which was true; but the 
5 percent hit me in the face the first 
thing, and I had to disagree. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Indiana for a question. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes; I shall try to 
put it in the form of a question. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mt. President, I can
not yield unless the Senator wishes to ~ 
ask a bona fide question. I do net want 
any slip-up to occur. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I shall do my best 
to put it in the form of a question. If I 
do not, the Senator need not answer. 

The Senator from Idaho was a Mem
ber of the Senate, was he not, when 
President Truman sent to this body a 
message asking us to enact legislation 
drafting workers into the. Army? 

Mr. TAYLOR. We discussed that ear
lier this evening. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I am asking the 
Senator whether he was a Member of the 
Senate when that happened. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I was. 
Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator from 

Idaho voted against that measure; did 
he not? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Most emphatically, I 
did. 

Mr. CAPEHART. If the President was 
wrorig on that tssue, why might he not 
be wrong in his veto of the· pending labor 
legislation? 

Mr. TAYLOR. He may be; it can well 
be that he is wrong, Mr. President. All 
we u.sk is that the American people be 
given time to consider whether he is right 
or wrong. · 
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Mr. CAPEHART. I should like to' ask 

another question: Has anything new 
been added to the labor legislation which 
we have not been discussing for weeks 
and weeks? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Is anything new 

added to the legislation, anything that 
all of us do not know about and have 
not known about for weeks? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes; something new 
has been added. 

Mr. CAPEHART. What is the new
ness? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Veto. [Laughter]. 
Mr. President, today we are following 

the same disastrous policies that were 
engineered by the heirs and successors of 
the bunglers of the decade of 1929 and 
1932. We are now moving toward an
other 1929. 

The Congress already has voted, for all 
practical purposes, to abolish rent con
trols and furthe lower the living_ stand
ards of our workers. The majority is 
preparing to leave "the building cycle free 
to soar and smash. It has done nothing 
to provide housing for the middle- and 
low-income family. 

It recently voted to reduce income 
taxes in the higher brackets, but it has 
done little to increase the purchasing 
power of consumers in the low-income 
·groups. No better illustration of the ef
fect of this kind of policy can be found 
than the fact that in one cit~ the con
sumption of milk, one of the most basic 
necessities, has fallen off 7·percent. 

On the contrary, in the House Ways 
and Means Committee, the majority par
ty members are beginning to talk about 
sales taxes as a way to pay off the na
tional debt. Sales taxes destroy the buy
ing power of the little man. They cut 
into the income of the consumer. Mr. 
President, the chairman of one House 
subcommittee has even proposed that a 
tuition be charged in the public schools 
as a means of raising revenue for the 
District of Columbia. 

We have given great tax bonuses to big 
business through the enactment of the 
carry-back provisions and the repe~l of 
the excess-profits tax, and now the Con
gress has voted to destroy the Wagner 
Act which enabled labor to organize and 
to maintain wage scales through collec
tive bargaining. Now the majority' is 
asking us to override the veto of · the 
President of the United States, and to 
pass this bill, after he has given us a 
chance to save the country from the de
bacle which this and measures like it will 
create. 

Congress, likewise, has demonstrated 
its interest in lowering wages through 
the enactment of a bill which, under the 
guise of eliminating portal-to-portal-pay 
suits, is actually destroying the effec
tiveness of the minimum wage law. 

We are heading pell-mell for another 
depression. We are destroying the pur
chasing power of the great mass of the 
American people. 

Now, Mr. President, comes the ultimate 
and the acme of all the acts and deeds 
guaranteed to undermine the morale of 
our people and the stability of our econ
omy. The crowning touch has just been 

added. I read from the Evening Star of 
Monday, Jun~ 16: 

Chairman TAFT told a reporter the Senate
House Economic Committee certainly will 
want to hear from Mr. Hoover when it begins 
its scheduled investigation next week of how 
to prevent depressions at home and still 
give the world some help along the road to 
recovery. 

Mr. President, the Republican steering 
committee, which thus far has steered 
an unerring course toward depression, is 
not satisfied with the progress being 
made, so it has .called in a greater ex
pert-in fact, the greatest expert of them 
all, the man who knows more about cre
ating depressions and less about how to 
get out of a depression than any other 
man in the United States-yes, in the 
world-that great engineer of two-car 
garages in which to store pots of two
chicken capacity. becaUse there were no 
cars for the garages and no chickens for 
the pots, that great defender of a vet
eran's inalienable right to sell shiny red 
apples on street corners, that great ar
chitect and builder of housing whose lack 
of accomplishments in that field are 
only exceeded by his present-day con
temporaries who have failed even to 
equal his famous pioneer housing devel
opment known as Anacostia Flats. 

Mr. President, the Republicans are not 
satisfied with their efforts to bring us 
to chaos, and so they have called for the 
advice of the man whose very name is 
synonymous with depression, Herb~rt 
Hoover. In ,view of all this, I am sure 
I echo the sentiments of millions of 
Americans when I say God help us. 

Mr. President, we should present the 
people of the Nation with a clear-cut de
cision in which they could concur or re
fuse to concur when they vote at the polls. 
That is what we should do when we vote 
on such matters as labor legislation and 
other legislative proposals. It seems that 

• the majority party is no longer inter
ested in preserving the private-enterprise 
system in which business can function 
competitively within certain laws which 
keep it from becoming monopolistic. It 
seems, if we are to judge by the legis
lation which has been introduced and 
passed, that it is the desire of the major
ity party to reduce labor to the basis of 
individual bargaining, which was the rule 
when capitalism came into being in the 
eighteenth century. Gre·at corpora
tions-hundreds of thousands of times 
larger than the small companies of the 
1800's-are to be given a completely free 
hand to exploit their workers if they so 
desire-and I regret to say that appar
ently most of them do so desire. Per
haps we should have been forewarned 
that there are people in this Nation of 
ours who desire the disastrous cycle of 
boom and bust. 

I have before me a copy of a few para
graphs from an article printed in the 
fall of 1945. It was written by Mr. Ralph 
Blodgett, an advertising executive, and 
it appeared in an employer's magazine, 
the Automotive and Aviation Industries. 
These unbelievable phrases appear in 
that article: 

It is to be hoped that · depressions are 
never abolished,. for they have many desir
able features. 

Mr. President, I suggest that the ma
jority steering ·committee employ this 
man as one of their staff. He should fit 
into the picture very nicely. 

I read further from his article: 
Those who learn to ride the business cycl~ 

can find as many advantages in depressions 
as booms. 

That is sage advice, Mr. President. 
Frankly, I never learned how to ride a 
business cycle. I can ride a motorcycle, 
I can ride a bicycle, and I can ride a 
bucking horse, but I do not know how to 
ride a business cycle so a depression 
seems a nice thing to me. 

Think of it, Mr. President, in the year 
1945 appeared a statement in a responsi
ble trade publication extolling the bene
fits of depressions; extolling the great 
suffering and human misery which re
sult from mass unemployment; extolling 
the great loss of productivity in this 
Nation, whose productivity we are so 
wont to glorify, as proof positive that 
our system of economics is the greatest 
in the world today. 

But let us read on. Mr. Blodgett is 
not through. Why does this spokesman 
for a great American industry feel that 
depressions are such happy events-al
most a blessed event, I might say? I 
quote again : 

That very name "depression" is inappro
priate. It horribly maligns those great pe
riods so full of splendid opportunities and 
human benefits. Let us keep those periods 
but abolish only the name. 

That is a quotation, not my senti
ments, Mr. President. I was in a de
pression once, and I do not like them. 

It seems that that part of the ad
monishment in this trade magazine has 
been carried out very well. Senators 
will recall that most of our business pub
lications now do not use the term de
pression. When they talk about the 
possibility of a decline in the business 
cycle nowadays, of even a crack-up, we 
have more euphemistic terms thrown at 
us. Recession has come into wide use. 
I think it originated in 1937. When we 
were making progress but had not yet 
gotten out of the depression and started 
backward again, they did not want a de
pression within a depression, so they 
called it a recession. 

However, in late months even so . mild 
a term as "recession"-to describe the 
almost complete break-up of our free
enterprise capitalistic society-has come 
into disrepute. 

I,t, too, in the words of this writer in 
the automotive- and aviation-indus
tries magazine, "horribly maligns those 
great periods so full of splendid oppor
tunities and human benefits," and so 
now we have the latest coined word to 
describe this situation. 

The daily newspapers and trade pub
lications in the last few months have 
adopted the term "shake-out." That is 
very pleasant. It reminds one of a 
hula-hula dancer, probably, or . some
thing of the sort. 

It seems that a shake-out is even more 
desirable and probably several times as 
desirable as a depression. They all mean 
the same thing, of course. They all 
mean bread lines, hungry cbildren, 
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broken homes, unemployment, and a 
scale of living far beneath the dignity of 
the African Hottentot, whom the New 
Dealers were so roundly criticized for 
once having said they would like to aid. 

But the very nicest description has just 
been coined by Mr. Aldrich, president of 
the Chase National. He said in a recent 
speech that the United States is headed 
toward a corrective recession. 

Incidentally, milk consumption has 
fallen off 7 percent, as I mentioned a 
while ago. Perhaps we could make an 
arrangement with the Hottentots to take 
up the slack with that bottle of milk now. 

As I have said, this gentleman, Mr. 
Blodgett, writing in the magazine, said, 
"Let us keep those periods, but abolish 
the name," meaning depression. 

Apparently we have abolished the 
name, and this Congress seems hell-bent 
on kee}3ing those periods. Fortunately, 
the President of the United States, in 
vetoing the Taft-Hartley bill, the latest 
in a long series of measures designed to 
"keep those periods," has given us an 
opportunity to thwart at least one at
tempt at insuring depression. 

But I must read to the Senate one 
more paragraph from the omniscient 
writings of Mr. Ralph Blodgett away 
back in the fall of 1945. He said this: 

Unemployment brings needed rest to mil
. lions, whether they are ready for it or not. 

I agree with that. 
There is a job to be done, of showing all 

America that the miscalled "depressions" 
offer as wide a range of rich opportunit ies 
and human benefits as a prosperity season 

- or any other part of the business cycle. 

Mr. President, I am sorry I cannot 
agree with my friend when he looks back 
with nostalgia upon these depressions 
and says we should have them right 
along, that they are fine things, and that 
all we ought to do is merely to change 
the name and they will be pleasant ex
periences. I cannot agree with him, be
cause I was in the other depression. I 
was in bad shape, in fact. I was in a 
business, a luxury business. Ironically 
enough, I was ·in the show business, one 
of the first to suffer. When people do not 
have money they do not have to go to a 
show. They do have to buy a few grocer
ies and a few clothes once in a while, they 
do have to pay their rent; but they do not 
have to buy any jewelry, they do not 
have to buy any fur coats, and they do 
not have to go to a show. So one can be 
down and out pretty quickly in that busi
ness, as I discovered. But I will say this, 
that I never went on relief. I might have 
done so if I could have, but being in the 
show business, I had no home, and having 
no home, no one was responsible for me. 
So I had to fight it out. 

I ate jack rabbits, alth::mgh in the 
West we do not consider jack rabbits fit 
to eat. We will not eat them in normal 
times. 

There is nothing pleasant about the 
memo:tY of not knowing from one day to 
the next where one's next meal is coming 
from. There is nothing pleasant about 
the recollection of having a sick wife and 
a sick baby and not knowing how in the 
world you are going to get medical at
tention for them. In fact, Mr. President, 

tn my case I did not get medical attention 
for them. I just prayed to God that 
everything would be all right, and that · 
they would pull through. They did. No, 
there is nothing pleasant at all about 
those recollections, and I disagree with 
this gentleman who has that philosophy. 

I disagree with the things the Repub
lican Party is doing nowadays-the very 
same things that were done in the 1920 
to 1929 era that brought on the depres
sion-and which will bring on another 
depression. I hope I can escape the suf
fering I went through i:t;t that depression. 
I probably will, if I am fortunate enough 
to stay in the Senate, with a fixed income, 
which is very nice. But there will be 
many other people out where I was who 
will not be able to escape the depression. 
I shall be glad to try to help them as 
much as I can, so long as my finances 
hold out, but that will not be for long. 

I think the exponents of free enter
prise, who like to call me a Communist, 
a Bolshevik, and a Socialist, are the worst 
enemies of our capitalistic system. They 
are selfish, unthinking of the conse
quences of their actions, looking only for 
greater profits, trying to saddle the bur
dens of taxation upon the little man all 
the time, trying to fix it so that his wages 
can be cut, trying to get the big man out 
from under the antitrust laws so that he 
can corner everything. They are the 
enemies of democracy. 

Mr. President, I would not be United 
States Senator this minute if it had not 
been for this dog-eat-dog attitude of our 
conservative friends who care nothing 
about the little man. I was contented to 
go my humble way and make a very hum
ble living, with nothing fancy about it. 
I was content not to have a great abun
dance of this world's goods. I was not 
overly ambitious. I ·liked a condition in 
which I could go fishing once in a while 
and enjoy myself and be with my family. 
All J wanted was to have just enough to 
eat, and to be sure I could pay the do.c
tor bills. I was not even insistent that 
I should have a home, and I did not have 
one. I was traveling in the show busi
ness. I did want to have enough money 
to pay my hotel bill. But no, Mr. Presi
dent, they would not even let me have 
that. They so engineered things that 
finally I had to eat jack rabbits. I could 
not get a doctor for my family. I could 
not afford to stay in a hotel, so we lived 
in a truck. We did not have even a mat
tress, hard times overtook us so quickly. 
We slept on a pad about 3 inches thick
one of these camp mattresses that we 
happened to have. We spent a winter 
in Wyoming, in weather 20° below zero, 
sleeping on that pad. When we got ready 
to go to bed, instead of taking off our 
clothes and putting on a nightgown or 
pajamas, we just left everything on. We 
had to put a mufller.around our head and 
put on our overcoat, and so to bed. 

Mr. President, it got me roiled up a 
little bit, and I started looking into eco
nomics, to see what caused it. I found 
out. I found out, Mr. President, that it 
was not an accident, it was not all just 
by guess and by God; there were reasons 
for everything that happened. I found 
out what the reasons were. It was be
cause there were too many Republicans 

back in the United States Congress, en
acting bills of this kind, during that 
period. So I determined that there 
would be one less, back there, of that 
kind, and I kept that promise. 

Mr. President, I want to say that the 
course that is being followed at the pres
ent moment will result in the same re
sult again. There are many people out 
yonder Who are perfectly satisfied with 
the lot that has been given to them; they 
have a decent place to live; probably, 
for the first time in their lives, they are 
making a decent wage, although it will 
not buy very much nowadays. They 
would like to see prices come down a 
little, but they are fairly well satisfied. 
They can buy clothes, they can get a 
doctor, they can go to the movies once 
in a while. But, Mr. President, if we 
continue passing measures to help mo
nopoly, to destroy labor, to push down 
the lit tle man, and fortify the big man 
in his castle, there will be a lot of Glen 
Taylors springing up out yonder, and 
there will be a lot of hard-bellied United 
States Senators who will be going back 
looking for another job. 

I was a small free-enterpriser back in 
those days, Mr. President. I was very 
happy with it. I had my own troupe of 
actors touring the country when the de
pression hit. Frankly, I do not know 
which came first, the depression or the 
talkies; they came together. It is like 
the chicken an~ the egg. They placed 
loud-speakers on the stages, and we 
could not get any bookings. That did 
not make any difference, because if we 
got bookings, the depression had started, 
and nobody came, anyhow. 

I enjoyed to the fullest those "rich op
portunities and human benefits" of the 
great depression of two decades ago; and 
Mr. President, I can tell you, for one, 
that I want no more of them, and, speak
ing both as a "free enterpriser" in the 
best American small-business tradition, 
and as an individual, I do not want any
body else to have to put up with them. 
That is why, because of my background, 
my sympathies are with the ·people who 
work, including, of course, the farmer. 

I was raised on a far~. if it may be 
dignified by calling it that. I worked 
with my hands. The last job I had be
fore I came to the United States Senate 
was working with my hands as a sheet
metal worker, as a member of one of the 
unions we now have down on the fioor, 
whose throat we are trying to cut. I was 
a small businessman; I understand their 
problems; I sympathize with them. I 
sympathize with the problems of big bus
iness. There are many problems, divers 
and diverse. There are many good, big 
businessmen, but some of them seem to 
want the world with a fence around it, 
and they seem to send a lot of folks down 
here to Congress to represent them. It 
is not goinc to turn out very happily 
either for ·them or for the little folks, 
either. That is the reason I entered pol
itics, because I thought I might be able 
to help in some small way to avoid the 
horrible manifestations of mass suffer
ing which have been progressively and 
euphemistically described as "depres
sion," "recession," and now "shake-ups." 
I want no more of them; that is why I 
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want no part of t he Taft-Hartley labor 
bill. That is why I urge the Members of 
this body to vote to sustain the coura
geous veto message of our President. 

Mr. President, the thesis that the Taft
Hartley labor bill is a part of the over-all 
program of the majority party to insure 
another depression would seem to be up
held by none other than one of the emi
nent sponsors of the measure, the distin
guished senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
TAFT]. 

If he was correctly quoted in the news
papers-and I do not believe he has de
nied the statement-the senior Senator 
from Ohio said only a week or so 
ago that the effect of the President's 
veto of the Case bill in the Seventy-ninth 
Congress was to bring higher wages. 
That statement, it seems to me, carries 
with it the corollary that had the Case 
bill been made law wages would have at 
least not risen and perhaps would have 
declined. 

If that was the objective of the senior 
Senator from Ohio a year ago in urging 
passage of the Case bill, it would seem 
fair to assume that it is still h is objec
tive, and that it has been one of the ma
jor goals in connection with the writing 
and passage of what is now /the Taft
Hartley bill; which is before us. 

There we have the conflict. On the 
one side we find the supporters of this 
measure, those who would override the 
President's veto, saying that this is not a 
repressive bill for labor. 

Mr. President, I hope that everybody 
liste!1ing to my voice, or who may hear 
me taL, will tell his friends that I am 
biking here for one purpose only-to 
give the people time to read carefully 
the President's veto message and decide 
for themselves whether or not they want 
this legislation passed. I am not trying 
to kef'p anybody from voting upon the 
bill at an appropriate time. Such a time 
which will be when everyone has had 
an opportunity to read the President's 
message, to hear what he has co say on 
the radio, one or both, and to think over 
the matter. And then I should like suffi
cient time for the people to communicate 
with their Senators and let them know 
what they think of the bill. If the people 
want it passed, then that is all right; I 
certainly am not one to protest a de
cision of a majority at any time, if I think 
the decision is arrived at fairly and open
ly and after full discussion and debate. 

Mr. HI-0KENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I can yield for a ques
tion only, I am sorry. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I shonld like to ask a question. May I 
ask if the Senator's philosophy goes this 
far; if the Senator became convinced to
morrow, or in the immediate future, that 
the majority of the people wanted the 
veto overridden, would the Senator vote 
to override the veto? 

Mr. TAYLOR. No; I would not vote to 
override the veto ; certainly not. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Then, Mr. 
President, what is the object? I take it 
that the Senator is advocating the use 
of his own judgment as to whether or 
not the bill is good or bad. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. And that, 
even if he were convinced that the ma
jority of the people of the country de
sired that the veto be overridden, as I 
understand, the Senator says he would 
still not vote to override the veto. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am convinced in my 
own heart, after applying to the subject 
the best judgment I can, ~hat it is a bad 
measurfl. I feel, however; that all of us, 
in our deliberations, consider the wishes 
of our constituents as much as we can. 
If a matter comes before us on which I 
do not have profound convictions, though 
I think generally it is bad, but I am not 
sure of it, and I find that my constituents 
want it, then I will let my own weak con
victions go by the board and try to do 
what the people want done. But if I 
have profound convictions that are deep
seated I will stick with them. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for another ques
tion? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Then, Mr. 

President, I should like to ask the Sena
tor this question: What then is the logic 
of his argument in saying "Let us delay 
until the people express themselves to 
their Senators," when the Senator him
self says that he would not take the will 
of the people 'if he were convinced that 
the will of the people actually wa-s to 
override the veto? I fail to follow the 
Senator's logic in his desire for a delay 
for that purpose. 

Mr. TAYLOR. The Senator from 
Iowa is absolutely correct in what he 
says, that I would not change my mind 
simply because the people told me they. 
thought I ought to vote to override the 
veto. However, if they presented argu
ments, I would be willing to listen to 
them, and if they convinced me that I 
was wrong, then I would change. I feel 
that there are a number of Senators who 
do not have strong convictions about 
the measure, and if they find out that 
the people really want the veto sustained, 
and that the people think it is a bad piece 
of legislation, those Senators may change 
their votes. Not many votes will have 
to be changed to sustain the veto. Not 
many Senators' votes will have to be 
changed; only four or five or six to de,. . 
cide the issue. So I think my position 
is perfectly logical and defensible. 

Mr. President, the situation becomes all 
the more interesting when we look at 
the statistical information available on 
total wages and total profits. 

The Federal Reserve Board-hardly 
to be criticized as a source of prolabor 
statistics-reports a continuing upward 
trend in total profits of corporations in 
this country. 

The National City Bank of New York 
has compiled a table showing that lead
ing industrial corporation profits in 1946 
were about 29 percent more than they 
were in 1945. 

The Office of Business Economics of 
the Department of Commerce has esti
mated that profits of all corporations in 
the United States after taxes, in 1945, 
were eight billion nine hundred thirty
nine million, as compared with total 
profits for corporations after taxes in 
1946 of twelve billion five hundred and 
thirty-nine million. 

That the trend is continuing is borne 
out by the Federal Reserve Board in its 
report for the first quarter of 1947. The 
Board's compilation of profits after taxes 
for 629 corpora t ions shows that during 
t he first quarter of 1946 the total was 
$323,000,000, and in the first quarter of 
1947, the total profits, after taxes, had 
risen to $875,000,000-more than double. 
Yet there are those who contend that la
bor is out of hand and must be curbed, 
when the actual take-home pay of labor, 
of those who work in this country, has 
declined by $5,000,000,000, and the profits 
of the corporations, the poor little corpo
rations which we are going to protect 
from these big bad wolf · workingmen
their profits have more than doubled. 
It seems to me, Mr. President, we are 
getting the regulation at the wrong end. 

Let us look at the total wages and 3ala
ries. Figures compiled by the Bu;:eau of 
Foreign and Domestic Commerce show 
an actual decline in total wages and sala
ries in the years 1944 to J 946. 

Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FER

GUSON in the chair) . The Senator will 
state it. 

Mr. TAYLOR. In the opinion of the 
Chair is the Senator from Idaho making 
his first speech or his second speech on 
the bill? 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I desire to have the 
parliamentary situation explained first. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the 
opinion of the Chair that it is the Sena
tor's second speech. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Is it fair or is it per
missible to ask why the Chair so rules? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. After the 
message dealing with the bill was laid 
down, the Senator from Idaho took the 
floor and spoke. That was the first 
time the Senator spoke. The present 
speech is the second speech. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I want 
to say that I was trying desperately to be 
recognized by the Chair at the time the 
matter of unanimous consent was being 
discussed. I tried a number of times to 
obtain recognition. The Chair would 
not recognize me, and finally laid down 
the message, and then recognized me, 
and I had to say what I had to say on 
the subject of unanimous consent. That 
is what I was talkin-g about. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I can yield for a ques
tion only. 

Mr. KILGORE. Has the Senator 
checked the question of present prices of 
automobiles? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I bought one a while 
ago. 

Mr. KILGORE. The figures will show 
that the present price of the average · 
automobile is approximately 102 percent 
more than the price was in 1941. 

Mr. TAYLOR. The Senator will have 
to propound a question. I cannot yield 
for a statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator refuses to yield. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Except for a question. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will yield only for a question. 
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Mr. KILGORE. I was asking ·a ques:. 
tion. Has the Senator checked to ascer
tain whether or not the present price of 
automobiles on the market is approxi
matelY 102 percent above the price in 
1941, whereas the increase in wage, plus 
the increase in cost of material have 
been approximately 33 percent. . Has 
the Senator checked that? 

Mr. TAYLOR. No, I have not checked 
it. I wonder where the extra money is 
going. 

Mr. KILGORE. I may say to the Sen
ator that in an investigation of the Bilbo 
case--

Mr. TAYLOR. I cannot yield except 
for a question. I am sorry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator refuses to yield. 

Mr. KILGORE. May I ask one ques
tion then? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am happy to yield 
for a question, but I cannot yield for 
any other purpose. 

Mr. KILGORE. Will the Senator 
kindlY explain to the Senator from West 
Virginia why it is there is such a terrific 
urge on the part of the majority party 
to act upon the legislation at the present 
time? At the same time, despite the 
terrific housing shortage existing in the 
United States, there appears to be no 
urge whatsoever to pass the Taft
Ellender-Wagner bill which would pro
vide housing for veterans who have re
turned from the wars, who have wives 
and families and no place to live. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am sorry that I can
not enlighten the Senator as to why there 
is so little display of interest on the 
part of the Republican majority in this 
Congress in the housing extremities of 
our veterans. Not only are they doing 
nothing about housing, but they are do
ing their best to tear down what little 
remained that could done under regula
tions. In the rent bill which we have just 
passed, they struck down all remaining 
housing controls, that is, controls over 
materials. Such materials will now all 
go into commercial buildings; and a vet
eran or anyone else will indeed be for
tunate if he can find enough materials 
with which to build himself a lean-to. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. KILGORE. Yesterday, I believe, 

it was announced in the press that in 
certain unions an agreement had been 
made for an 11% percent increase in 
wages; yet we have recently passed in 
the Senate, under terrific pressure, a bill 
permitting a 15 percent increase in the 
price of housing for the same type of 
workers who received the 11% percent 
increase in wages. 

Mr. TAYLOR. If the Senator has been 
listening, of course he has heard the 
Senator from Idaho contending all eve:. 
ning that the course of the majority 
party, if it were planned by the highest 
paid experts for that purpose could not . 
be better calculated to lead us into a de
pression. It is hard to believe that they 
actually want a depression. But, Mr. 
President, the actions which have taken 
place would certainly seem to indicate it. 

Figures compiled by the Bureau of 
Foreign and Domestic Commerce show 
an actual decline in total wages and sal-

aries in the years 1944 to 1946. Accord
ing to this agency in the Department of 
Commerce, in 1944 salaries and wages 
totaled $112,800,000,000. In 1946 they 
had declined to $106,600,000,000. Mr. 
President, I think those figures are 
shocking. They show that while total 
profits are rising, total wages and sal
aries are declining. 

As the Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. KILGORE] has pointed out, the au
tomobile companies have raised the 
prices of their cars 102 percent, while 
their wages and materials cost them 33 
percent more. It is a pretty good racket 
that they are working on us. Every time 
the worker asks for a dollar increase in 
wages, they r~ise the profits $3 or $4. 
That is the way they have been doing 
during the war and ever since the war. 
The Congress is doing its level best to 
help them by crippling the unions so that 
they cannot ask for wage increases, so 
as to make it possible for the big fellows 
to increase their profits whether the 
workers receive any increase in wages or 
not. They do not like the ratio of a $3 
increase in profits for a $1 increase in 
wages. They want to raise profits with
out raising wages. Perhaps they will 
succeed pretty soon. 

Mr. President, I can think of no better 
recipe for a depression than to augment 
the trend of higher profits, higher prices, 
and lower wages. It is an unbeatabfe 
formula. Of course, there are a very few 
in this country who profit from a depres
sion. It is hard to believe that they 
exercise enough influence to send a Con
gress here to work their will upon. the 
other 99 percent or mqre of the people. 
But this very small percentage of the 
people has so much of the country's as
sets that they can withstand a depres
sion; and then, when everyone else has 
gone bankrupt and assets are for sale at 
10 cents on the dollar, they can step in 
and buy them. Those people benefit by 
a depression. It is difficult to believe 
that they have taken control of our Con
gress; but it is hard to find any other 
explanation. Perhaps that is what our 
friend Blodgett, from whom I was quot
ing awhile ago, meant by "riding the 
cycle of depression," as he termed it. 
That is why a depression can be so good. 

Mr. President, the decline in wages and 
salaries means only one thing-a drop in 
purchasing power. Likewise a drop in 
purchasing power means only one 
thing-a curb on buying power, a curb 
on consumption, which means the shut
ting down of factories. 

As the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
PEPPER] pointed out earlier in the day, 
citrus fruit in Florida-and I presume 
also in Texas, Arizona, and California
is going to waste. It cannot be sold. 
The people have not the money to buy 
it. Idaho potatoes are in the same sit
uation. The people simply have not the 
money to buy them. 

Some persons have the idea that the 
great demand for our farm products 
during the war was brought about be
cause of the fact that we shipped so 
much food abroad. Actually, what we 
shipped abroad in the way Qf foodstuffs 
was almost negligible. We sent consid
erable food abroad to feed our soldiers, 
but they would have eaten if theY. had 

been at home. But they are now at 
home, and they should be eating just as 
much as they did when they · were sol
diers, but they are not. The average 
person cannot feed himself as well as 
soldiers in the Army are fed, with wages 
going down as they are. We were able 
to sell all the farm products of our great 
State of Idaho and other agricultural 
areas simply because, for the first time 
in the history of the United States, or 
for the first time in the history of any 
country in the world, for that matter, 
the people had enough money to buy 
practically all they wanted to eat, and 
they consumed all the products of our 
farms. But the surpluses are showing 
up again, because the people have not 
the money with which to buy. 

Mr. President, -the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. REVERCOMB] , in an aside, 
asked me to yield to him for the purpose 
of making an announcement. I should 
like to yield to the Senator for that pur
pose, but the Republicans are becoming 
pretty tough, and will not allow me to 
yield for that purpose. I would even 
yield to a Republican if they would P.Cr
mit me to do so, but I cannot do it, so 
I shall have to continue. 

Let us look for a moment at the back
ground of some of those who, I under
stand, have been boasting in the hotel 
lounges and cocktail bars of the city of 
Washington that they had a hand in 
writing the labor legislation which we 
have before us today. One such person 
is a Mr. Theodore Iserman, who, I un
derstand from his own words, describes 
himself as one of the most active con
sultants in the writing of the Taft
Hartley bill. Mr. Iserman is an attor
ney representing the Chrysler Corp. 
Certainly such connections would seem 
to make him most eminently qualified to 
write a fine, human document fully non
discriminatory against the rights of em
ployees, which would lead this country 
along the primrose path of industrial 

. peace. 
Let us look at the labor record of the 

great Chrysler Corp., which pays Mr. 
Iserman his hire. The report of the 
Committee on Education and Labor in 
the Seventy-sixth Congress, on its in
vestigation of violations of free speech 
and the rights of labor, gives us this in
teresting information on the activities 
of the Chrysler Corp., Mr. Iserman's 
employer. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I will yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. KILGORE. Has the Senator from 
Idaho ascertained whether Mr. lserman 
equipped the bill which he drafted with 
fluid drive, with which all other Chrysler 
vehicles are equipped? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Iserman has a 
fluent drive which urges him on to write 
these bills for the Congress, it seems. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am happy to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. OVERTON. Is he as fluent in his 
oratory as the Senator is? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I appreciate the 
compliment of the Senator. I have 
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never been called ftuent. I have just 
been accused of being persistent. 

Mr. President, the Chrysler Corp. was 
listed in the report among the largest 
purchasers of gas and equipment. That 
is not gasoline and "'equipment; that is 
tear gas. In the appendix to the report, 
part 6, No. 3, in a table listing the pur
chasers of over $1,000 worth of tear
and sickening-gas equipment, the Chrys
ler Corp. is shown to have purchased 
on December 4, 1935, approximately 
$7,000 worth of this type of gas and 
equipment. Of course, Mr. President, 
the Chrysler Corp. was looking forward 
to a day when Hitler's troops would in
vade this country, no doubt, and the 
corporation wanted to do its part in re
pelling the invader, I suppose. No 
doubt that great corporation, employing 
thousands of men, had no thought of 
using this tear-gas and sickening-gas 
and equipment on its own employees. 
Time after time these great corporations 
have told us that they never resort to 
violence in an attempt to settle a labor 
disturbance. Somehow, Mr. President, 
it is always the strikers, armed with 
fists, who attempt to beat the living day
lights out of machine guns and tear-gas 
equipment in the hands of the employ
er's representatives. 

But the report of the Senate Commit
tee on Education and Labor, of the 
Seventy-sixth Congress, has this to say: 

The committee found that the large pur
chasers of gas munitions during the period 
of this study, 1933 to 1937, were employers 
involved in strikes or threatened strikes, and 
law enforcement agencies in localities 
affected by the strikes. 

Then the report had this to sa;v: 
The Chrysler _Corp. advanced the funds in 

May or June 1936 for the purchase of one 
submachine gun by the police of the ci~y of 
Hamtramck, Mich., where most of the 
Chrysler . plants are located. 

That was nice. That was a public
spirited gesture on the part of Mr. 
Chrysler's corporation to buy machine 
guns for the policemen in · the towns 
where the company's plants are located. 
How much better it would have been, 
than to advance funds for purchasing 
submachine guns for the police depart
ment of the town, to have advanced 
funds for hiring additional school teach
ers or for establishing playgrounds for 
the children of the workers, or for beau
tifying the parks, or doing any of a 
hundred other nonessential things. It 
might have been a good idea to set up a 
labor -relations school where people 
could study to make better labor rela
tions in representing unions and em
ployers. 

The report of the Senate committee 
went on to detail further activities of the 
Chrysler Corp. in the field of labor spy
ing, but I will not burden the Senate with 
the details. It is enough to show the 
eminent qualifications of the Chrysler 
Corp.'s representative, Mr. Theodore 
Iserman, to write, or help to write, a bill 
in the public i121terest to control labor 
relations in our Nation. 

Mr. President, there is still another 
coauthor of this bill whose name, 
strangely enough, does not appear in 
the formal sponsorship of the measure. 

He is Mr. William Ingles, a representa
tive of the Allis-Chalmers Co. 

Mr. Ing:les, too, has been, shall we say, 
devoid of false modesty about taking 
credit, in the better clubs and lounges, 
for the provisions of this great welfare 
document which is now before us for 
action. 

Let us see whose interest Mr. William 
Ingles is protecting. 

This company has since 1906 provided 
us with one of the worst examples of 
labor relations in our Nation. 

It has consistently sought to break 
strikes-break unions-grind down the 
conditions under which its employees 
worked, and has consistently refused to 
bargain with representatives of its em
ployees. 

I quote from the magazine Survey of 
April 1941: 

Accounts of the Allis-Chalmers strike in 
Milwaukee headlined "The man-days lost, 
the outbreak of violence, the charge of Com
munist influence." But it was only in an in
conspicuous paragraph-if at all-that the 
dailies carried the fact that on March 3, a 
month before the strike was settled, the 
union accepted the OPM proposal for set
tlement, and the company refused even to 
consider the proposal. This made the con
troversy not a strike, but a lock-out. 

The accuracy of this statement is fur
ther attested by Mr. Thomas Burns, of 
the Office of Production Management. 
Mr. Burns said: 

The company's rejection of the OPM rec- ' 
ommendations now places responsibility for 
continuation of the deplorable situation 
squarely upon their shoulders. 

Further substantiation of this view 
came from Mr. William Davis, who was 
Vice Chairman of the National Media-. 
tion Board and who took an active part 
in the settlement of the 1941 strike. He 
declared: 

The strike was caused because the em
ployer did not accept the principle of col
lective bargaining in good faith. 

This, then, is the background of Mr. 
William Ingles, another self -described 
author of the Taft-Hartley bill. 

I hope that every Member 10f the Sen
ate will take time or has taken time to 
read the pointed remarks of Congress
man JOHN LESINSKI, Of Michigan, a mem
ber of one of the conferences which con
sidered this measure. 

Mr. LESINSKI in his speech before the 
House yesterday made very clear the fact 
that · the Taft-Hartley conference bill 
differs only in language-not in spirit
from the Hartley bill originally passed 
by the House, although it was presented 
to the Nation as substantially a "mild" 
bill along the lines of the original Taft 
bill. 

By the way, I do not grant the validity 
of the statement that the original Taft 
bill was a mild bill. Even though the 
conference bill was thus advertised, the 
bill, in fact, retains every one of the 20 
major points which Representative 
HARTLEY described as distinguishing his 
bill in the House of Representatives. 

I shall not attempt to go into the un
desirability of all of those major points, 
because I think they have been or will 
be well covered in the debate. However, 
there is one portion of the bill which is 

so patently undemocratic that I cannot 
refrain from calling attention to it in 
particular. · 

I refer to the provisions revising the 
laws by which voting on union security 
and other contractual relations are con
ducted. For example, in order for a 
union to receive authorization to make 
with an employer an agreement contain
ing a union security clause, the union 
must obtain a favorable vote from a ma
jority of all of the employees in the en
tire unit, regardless of whether they vote. 
In other words, an employee who, be
cause of illness, disinterest, or any other 
reason fails to cast his vote in such an 
election is automatically recorded as 
voting "no" for all practical purposes. 
That is, indeed, a strange conception of 
democracy as it is practiced in this coun-

- try. That is not the way we vote when 
we elect Governors, Members of the 
House of Representatives, and even Sen
ators and Presidents. It is an entirely 
foreign idea injected into a bill which 
claims to bring about a greater degree of 
democracy in the conduct of union 
affairs. 

The bill's restrictions on free soeech 
on the part of unions and union sp-okes
men have been well covered in the de
bate on this floor, as well as in the veto 
message. I feel that such restrictions 
utterly contravene the constitutional 
guaranty of the right of free speech. 

A corporation may hire whom it 
pleases-radio commentators, newsmen, 
or publicity experts-to influence elec
tions or legislation as it pleases; but by 
the terms of this bill a union is even pro
hibited from publishing a voting record 
of a Member of Congress. If union 
members have thus to be expected to 
vote for or against a Member of Con
gress on the basis of something other 
than his voting record, I say our democ
racy has gone a long way from the prin
ciples of the founding fathers. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I can yield for a ques
tion to the distinguished and eloquent 
Senator from Florida. · 

Mr. PEPPER. The President of the 
United States has stated in his veto mes
sage that under this bill a labor-union 
newspaper--

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I can 
yield only for a question. 

Mr. PEPPER. I am going to ask a 
question. I say that the President has 
stated in his veto message that this bill, 
if enacted, would forbid a union publica
tion from editorially supporting or op
posing a political party or a ·candidate 
in a political contest. Does the Senator 
from Idaho think that is in accord with 
the free press provision of our Federal 
Constitution? 

Mr. TAYLOR. No; certainly I do not, 
Mr. President. I deplore those provisions 
in this bill. 

Frankly, I am inclined to agree with 
the President that this thing may back
fire, and all the radio commentators may 
find that they will be off the air, regard
less of whether they work for a labor un
ion or for some corporation. Indeed, I 
can see no good reason why a newspaper 
should be permitted to publish comments 
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about an election, if this bill becomes law, 
because the bill provides that no cor
poratfon can take part in an election, and 
certainly the average newspaper is owned 
by a corporation. The bill does not say 
anything about exempting a newspaper 
corporation. 

Mr. President, inasmuch as the labor 
unions are, by this bill, forbidden to take 
any part in elections or polit ical matters, 
either directly, indirectly, or in any other 
way, presumably the voters should vote 
for or against a Senator or a Member of 
the House of Representatives because of 
the way he combs his hair, the way he 
smiles, or perhaps even the efficacy of his 
technique in kissing babies; but certainly 
they would seem to be prohibited from 
voting in the truly American way on the 
basis of whether they favor or disapprove 
of the things for which the Members of 
Congress voted. 

The steamroller tactics by which this 
bill was pushed through the House of 
Representatives have a parallel in the 
methods used to bludgeon public oppo.:. 
sitlon to it. 

I was encouraged and pleased to see 
the fine position taken by the National 
Catholic Welfare Conference with regard 
to this repressive labor bill. 

The statement of the National Catho
lic Welfare Conference is, in part: 

The Taft-Hartley bill does little or nothing 
to encourage labor-management cooperation. 
On the contrary, 1t approaches the compli
cated problem from a narrow and excessively 
legalistic point of view. 

I think that is a true and factual state
ment. I think it is a forthright and 
Christian statement coming from an or
ganization of religious people. 

I think the National Catholic Welfare 
Conference had not" only the right but the 
duty to strike out at legislation which it 
deemed designed to grind down the living 
standards and well-being not only of 
laboring people but of everyone in this 
Nation. 

When living standards are lowered, 
Mr. President, it leads to immorality in 
many cases. . We know there is more 
lawlessness, more robberies, more crime, 
where there is poverty. · And this Taft- . 
Hartley bill is a bill to subject the labor
ing people to a regime of poverty. 

So I think it is salutary for this Cath
olic organization, the welfare confer
ence, to take cognizance of the great 
harm that can be accomplished by this 
bill, and to do somethfng about it. 

But, Mr. President, we hear a self
righteous criticism of the National Cath
olic Welfare Conference from a strange 
quarter. I have quoted Mr. David Law
rence previously on this floor. I often 
quote him when I want an authority of 
the utmost reliability on what is fashion
able in reactionary circles. Mr. David 
Lawrence, who has won a position of 
eminence as a spokesman for big busi
ness in the United States, took occasion 
to chastise the conference severely for 
its temerity in rashly speaking its mind 
on a vital national issue, in an article 
published on Monday, June 16, 1947, in 
the Washington Evening Star. 

:Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I can yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. PEPPER. I am going to ask the 
Senator a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER: Does 
the Senator from Idaho yield to the 
Senator from Florida? 

Mr. TAYLOR. For a question. 
Mr. PEPPER. The Senator has quoted 

from the' resolution of the Catholic Wel
fare Society opposing the proposed legis
lation. Does the Senator know of any 
single agency which is dedicated to hu
manitarianism in the United States 
which is trying to better the lot of the 
masses of the people of our country, 
which is agitating for the passage of this 
legislation? 

Mr. TAYLOR. No, none. Of course, 
there are a number of organizations 
which claim to have the interest of every
body at heart. The National Association 
of Manufacturers spends millions upon 
millions of dollars trying to convince the 
American people that the National As
sociation of Manufacturers is our Uncle 
Moneybags, just doing everything it can · 
to help us. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. PEPPER. My inquiry related to 

a humanitarian organization. That ex
cluded the National Association of Man
ufacturers. 

[Laughter in the galleries.] 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

must be no manifestations of any kind 
on the part of the occupants of the gal
leries. 

Mr. TAYLOR. No genuine humanita
rian organization is trying to have the 
bill passed. 

I may say that I am gratified to realize 
why the Presiding Officer is pounding his 
desk at various times. It is because of 
the trickles of laughter emanating from 
the ga.lleries. A moment ago I thought I 
might be out of order when I offered the 
Senator from Louisiana a cough drop, 
and the Chair rapped on his desk. I 
thought that I was not in order, but I see 
it was because of the fact that there was 
a little laughter occasioned at that time. 
I assure the Chair that offering the Sen
ator from Louisiana the cough drop was 
not meant to cause levity in any way. 
The Senator was coughing, and I thought 
he needed one, so I off.ered him one. 

Mr. President, Mr. David Lawrence 
gratuitously attacked the statement 
made by the Catholic Welfare Confer
ence, saying this: 

It is a partisan attack on the labor-rela
tions bill now before President Truman for 
approval or disapproval. 

Now that is indeed a, strange criticism. 
It seems to me the sponsors of this bill 
were boasting that they had bipartisan 
support for the bill; that there was no 
partisanship in its backing. Yet when 
a private organization of Catholic lay
men, admittedly not affiliated with 
either party, deigns to criticize the 
measure, they are accused of partisan
ship. The conference did not criticize 
the Republicans; it did not criticize the 
Democrats, it criticized the legislation. 
So there was nothing partisan about it. 
Its interest was simply in the welfare of 
the people of America, especially those 
who work. 

Mr. President, I think there could well 
be added to the old saying that "man 
does not live by bread alone," the fur
ther statement that he certainly cannot 
live without some bread. · 

Mr. Lawrence's criticism does not stop 
with an allegation of partisanship. He 
continues: · 

To m ix the church with politics in America 
has long bec:1 looked upon with disfavor by 
laymen of all denominations. 

Now that is an interesting assumption. 
Because a group of leading Catholic ' -:..y
men criticize proposed legislation they 
are mixing in politics. It seems to me 
they are merely expressing concern for 
the welfare of their members, and all 
people. If the Catholic Church or any 
other church sought to take an active 
part in the Government of this Nation 
by collecting or receiving taxes or by 
having its officials perform governmental 
functions, I agree that such action would 
be mixing church and politics, and would 
be thoroughly undesirable. I would op-. 
pose it, · no matter what denomination 
resorted to ' it. 

I see no such threat here. And it is 
passing strange that no such anguished 
cries of mixing church and state were 
heard from Mr. Lawrence, or any other 
reactionary columnist or commentator 
supporting the pending legislation, when 
clergymen take a reactionary position. 

But do not let them speak up for the 
working man, or they are butting into 
other peoples' business! 

Mr. President, I am happy that our 
Catholic brethren in the United States 
have seen fit to take a fine, progressive 
view on this critical issue. It is the duty 
of the church to assist its members in de
veloping physical, as well as spiritual, 
well-being, because the two are inextri
cably tied in together. As Benjamin 
Franklin said, an empty sack cannot 
stand erect. 

Could it be that Mr. Lawrence abhors. 
what he calls mixing chur~h and poli
tics when it goes against the grain of the 
National .Association of Manufacturers, 
and yet silently applauds when such ac
tion redounds to the benefit of the forces 
which work against democracy? 

Mr. President, I can think of no more 
concise and yet no more complete state
ment of the effect if the Taft-Hartley 
bill should become law than the words of 
the President in his message to the Con
gress, in which he said: 

The bill taken as a whole would reverse 
the basic direction of our national labor pol
icy, inject the Government into private eco
nomic affairs on an unprecedent ed scale, 
and conflict with important principles of 
our democratic society. Its provisions would 
cause more strikes, not fewer. It would con
tribute neither to industrial peace nor to 
economic stability and progress. It would 
be a dangerous stride in the direction of a. 
totally managed economy. It contains seeds 
of discord which would plague this Nation 
for years to come. 

Those are the words of Harry Truman 
President of the United States. Th~ 
President's analysis of the bill shows 
that not only · would it discriminate 
against laboring men and their unions 
and thus have an adverse effect upon 
the entire economy but by its very terms 
would so limit and complicate the action 
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of employers as to make more difficult 
rather than less difficult the settlement 
of disputes with labor organizations. 

And in turning to the effect which this 
bill will have on our domestic economy 
and its correlative effect on international 
relations, the President . is no less logical 
when he says: 

I cannot emphasize too strongly the trans
cendent importance of the United States in 
the world today as a force for freedom and 
peace. We cannot be strong internationally 
if our national unity and our productive 
strength are hindered at home. Anything 
which weakens our economy or weakens the 
unity of our people-

That is what the President has to say. 
He continues-
as I am thoroughly convinced this bill would 
do-I cannot approve. 

Those are the words of the President. 
- And then the Pre3ident recalls that in 
disapproving this abomination of a bill 
he is not closing the door to just and 
necessary reforms in our labor laws. 
The President says: 

In my message on the State of the Union 
which I submitted to the Congress in Janu
ary 1947, I recommended a step-by-step ap
proach to the subject of labor legislation. I 
specifically indicated the problems which we 
should treat immediately. I recommended 
that, before going on to other problems, a 
careful, thorough and nonpartisan investi
gation should be made, covering the entire 
field of labor-management relations. 

The bill now before the Senate reverses 
this procedure. 

It would make drastic changes in our na
tional labor policy first and would provide 
for investigation afterward. 

I call the attention of the Senate to 
the fact that a bill carrying out the 
President's recommendations in his mes
sage on the State of the Union last Janu
ary was introduced in the form of an 
amenament to the Taft bill by the Sena
tor from Montana [Mr. MuRRAY); the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS], the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
the senior Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. GREEN], the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON], 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON], the Senator from Pennsyl
ania [Mr. MYERS], the junior Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. McGRATH], the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER], and 
myself. 

I believe that the provisions of that 
bill which would curb jurisdictional dis
putes, smooth machinery for mediating 
labor disputes, and otherwise · perfect 
our labor laws, should be approved by the 
Congress in order to provide a forward 
step in our entire labor-management 
relations. 

Let us take this positive action rather 
than the negative, repressive, and depres
sion-breeding action, representing an ab
solutely erroneous approach to the labor 
problem, of allowing the Taft-Hartley bill 
to become the law of the land. Let us 
embrace the last chance we have to repu
diate it. 

Mr. President, in connection with the 
matter of labor relations-and it is a 
matter that affects our whole economy, 
the functioning of our whole economy, 
the question of whether or not workers 
will have sufficient purchasing ,power 

with which to buy the goods produced, 
whether or not we shall have prosperity 
or depression-evidently we have got to 
reverse the trends which have been indi
cated here tonight-profits going up; 
purchasing power going down; prices 
going up. That situation must not con
tinue, for it ran only lead to ruin. 

Another facet is the question of credit. 
As was pointed out, installment buying 
is increasing by leaps and bounds. In
stallment buying is a good thing for peo
ple who stay within their means, but some 
do not do that. Some people will buy 
when they cannot really expect to pay 

·for a thing. It is not sound. That is 
what happened in the depression of 1929. 
Thousands of people bought things they 
could not pay for, and finally, when tbe 
national economy started downhill, they 
had to return what they had bought. 
The fellow who had sold the goods had 
no use for them; he we.nt broke because 
he could not get his money for them. 

But there is a larger field of credit, 
Mr. President, to which I wish to call 
attention. I should like to call the at
tention of the Senate to a very disturbing 
fear which is beginning to overtake our 
people. 

It is the fear of another financial de
pression. 

It is the small businessman's fear of 
bankruptcy. 

It is the worker's fear of unemploy
ment. 

It is the farmer's fear of declining· 
farm prices. 

I share these fears, and I cannot take 
them lightly. 

I cannot share the unruffled optimism 
of such members of the banking commu
nity as Mr. Winthrop A. Aldrich, retir
ing president of the International Cham
ber o( Commerce and president of the 
Chase National Bank, who, in a speech 
made last week in Switzerland, referred 
to the prospects of what he blithely called 
a corrective recession in the United 
States. 

This, indeed, exhibits an attitude of 
spartan courage. The banker does not 
fear the slight decline. 

He faces the ravages of economic de:
cline with head high. 

Perhaps he will draw the velvet curtain 
of his club window a little closer, to shut 
out the sight of the poverty on the 
streets. 

Or perhaps he is even too brave to do 
that, but merely closes the curtain so 
that the cold and the hungry will not see 
within the clubroom, and will build up 
unhealthy resentments. 

Corrective recession, indeed. 
Mr. President, let the ban~er try his 

optimism out on the unemployed, on the 
GI emerging from college and looking 
for a job, on the old man laid off because 
industry no longer requires marginal 
employables. 

Let him stop the jalopies on the high
way, and tell our migrant laborers .that 
this is merely a corrective recession. 

Let him tell that to the small business
man, who is forced into bankruptcy, and 
who watches in anguish while his life 
savings and his business prestige dissolve 
in despair. 

Corrective, indeed. . A ruler on the 
knuckles for the little fellow, who ha~ 

been eating too much meat, whose chil
dren have been drinking too much milk. 
Let him cease and desist from union ac
tivity; he is making too much money 
anyway. -

Mr. President, I hold no brief for or 
against Mr. Aldrich. But by a revealing 
word formulation he has made himself 
a symbol, a symbol well worth our atten
tion. · 

We must decide now whether Congress 
will adjourn without taking action to 
prevent another depression. 

Depressions are caused by a lack of 
purchasing power in the hands of the 
litt le people. 

Inventories begin to pile up and· the 
wheels grind down to a standstill and 
panic fills the land. 

There is one sure way to prevent de
pression. That is to keep purchasing 
power widely spread. Are we doing that? 

First, has our Joint Committee on the 
Economic Report made its reply to the 
President's suggestions-a reply due by 
law on February 15? No; it has failed 
to do so. It has missed its deadline. 

If the head of any executive agency 
stood almost 4 months in default on a 
report due both Houses of Congress, he 
would have been excoriated, condemned, 
and chastised. But when a committee 
of Congress sees fit to fail to render a 
report when due, not a ripple perturbs 
the surface. 

The majority party has decided that 
there are more important issues before 
the Congress. Canute has told the waves 
to be still. 

Have we faced the threat of coming de
pression in our tax bill? No. We have 
passed a bill which gives millions to mil
lionaires and pennies to the poor. It 
gives a great deal to the top brackets, but 
does nothing to increase purchasing 
power where it is required if a depression 
is to be prevented. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senato:r; from Idaho yield to the Senator 
from Florida? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I may yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator has spok
en of what in effect the bill accomplishes. 
I wonder if it might be the opinion of the 
Senator that the labor bill is just the con
verse of the tax bill which the President 
recently vetoed, which action the House 
of Representatives sustained? Whereas 
the tax bill gave the benefit to the rich 
and little aid to the poor, the labor bill 
imposes a burden upon the working peo
ple and no obligations upon the em
ployers. 

Mr. TAYLOR. And now as the Sen
ator from Florida points out, we come to 
a labor bill. By this bill are we 
strengthening labor unions in their ef
forts to increase wages-that is, increase 
purchasing power-of the average 
American? · · 

No, we are crippling unions; we are 
doing our utmost to destroy them; we 
are racing backwards to the place where 
wages were fixed by the employer, and 
the worker took his pay or left it-he 
had no choice in the matter. 

Mr. President, if a depression or re
cession, corrective or otherwise, or a 
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shake-out, or whatever one may want to 
call it, comes upon us, we can look back 
to this day, we can look back to this bill, 
and say: "That was the greatest step 
toward national financial ruin since the 
days of Herbert Hoover." 

While purchasing power diminishes, 
wealth accumulates at the top. Are we 
doing anything to prevent a deptession 
by retai·ding that accumulation at the 
top? 

Are we doing anything to root out the 
gigantic weeds which choke and destroy 
the plants of small business? 

We are failing to do that. 
Let us see what we are doing to thwart 

the growth of monopoly. 
What does the majority want us to do 

about the railroad monopoly problem? 
. It wants us to exempt the railroads 
from the antitrust laws. 

Imagine! Mr. President, if a correc
tive recession is what is wanted, we cer
tainly are on our way. 

Cripple labor, tax small business, and 
exempt big business from the antitrust 
laws. 

Mr. President, this proposal to trustify 
railroads and to lessen labor's bargain
ing power presents a very neat juxtapo
sition. It is one to shock the conscience 
of the American citizen. 

I have often heard members of the 
majority assert that last November they 
were given a mandate to destroy the 
gains made for the common man by the 
Roosevelt administration. Mr . . Presi
dent, it is hard for me to reconcile that 
with the campaign promises, but I have 
grown used to the assertion. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. McGRATH. I should like the dis

tinguished Senator from Idaho to en
lighten the Senate further by giving his 
views as to why the American people 
elected so many Republican Senators and 
Representatives in the last election. The 
Senator has given a partial answer. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I can expound !urther 
on the subject. It was because, as I said, 
the housewife could not obtain canning 
sugar, and because she was obliged to 
present coupons for her sugar, and such 
things. 

The people had forgotten about 
Hoover. Many of them were too young 
to remember Hoover, and the older ones 
had forgotten. So they did not vote for 
labor legislation, or anything else in par
ticular. They simply vote aga~nst incon
veniences. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. McGRATH. I should like to ask 

the Senator to expand upon the theory 
as to whether, in the last election, the 
people voted for more meat or for the. 
enslavement of labor. 

Mr. TAYLOR. They voted against 
small irritations. They were told that 
if they would only get rid of the Demo
crats and the QPA there would be plenty 
of meat at reasonable prices. I can re
member when that statement came from 
the other side almost every day. The 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] . 
used to make a daily practice of telling 
us how meat was doing. ~he price had 

not gone up very much. Everything was 
simply lovely. Before the controls went 
off he assured us that everything would 
be fine. For some reason the Republi
cans have not bragged much lately. I 
do not know what the reason is. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I should like to ask the Senator a ques
tion. First, I wish to give him a 
resume--

Mr. TAYLOR. I will yield for a ques
tion; and if the Senator is out of order, 
I will depend upon the Chair to correct 
him. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
In October of. last year, just before the 
election, I went to Ohio--

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
B ALDWIN in the chair). The Senator 
will state it. 
· Mr. KNOWLAND. The point of order 

is that the Senator from South Caro
Ifna--

Mr. JO!-INSTC~l of South Caro1:na. 
I am asking the Senator a question. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The point of order · 
is that it must be phrased as a question, 
and not as a statement. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
From the foregoing facts--

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICE~. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. PEPPER. Can the Presiding Offi
cer tell whether a statement is a question 
or a declaration until it is finished? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
From the foregoing facts, I should like 
to ask the Senator from Idaho, when the 
people were voting last November, 
whether they were voting at that time on 
whether or not we should pass the labor 
legislation which we ·now have under 
consideration; or were the people at that 
time stirred up about the OPA, the want 
of meat, and things of that kind? To 
illustrate that point and throw a little 
light on the situation, just before the 
election I went to Ohio. I appeared on 
the radio at that time. A Republican 
was to have been there with me to an
swer questions. If I remember correctly, 
every question that came in to be an
swered on that day was along this line: 
"We want meat. When are we going to 
get it?" Nothing was said about labor. 
The only thing I could say was, "Well do 
I remember that in 1933"--

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 
from South Carolina is making a speech 
and not asking a question. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina .... I 
am giving information as to what was 
taking place just before the election. I 
want to know whether at that time the 
people were asking for this labor legis
lation or were asking for something else. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I can give the Senator 
an answer to that -question, if I may 
illustrate with a little story. 

In Fremont County, which is largely 
agricultural, our county chairman is a 
rather prosperous farmer. He has now 
retired and lives in town. The day after 
election he went out in the country to 
look at one of his farms, and stopped at 
a small crossroads store. He stopped 
there because he knew that the proprie
tor of the store was a Democrat, and he 
thought he would go in and commiserate 
with him a little. He said, "Bill, they 
beat hell out of us yesterday; didn't 
they?" Bill, the storekeeper, looked at 
him for a minute, and then said, "Joe, 
I voted Republican yesterday." Joe 
said, ''No; you didn't." He replied, 
"Yes; I did." The ·farmer then asked 
him, "Why did you do that?" The reply 
was7"Well, I don't know. With all these 
coupons and regulations and everything, 
I just voted Republican. I know that 
they will get us into a mess. I think I 
will sell my store." [Laughter.] 
· So he voted Republican, and the day 

after election he was ready to sell his 
store and get out from under, to escape 
the "bust." Many will not have the 
foresight of that gentleman. 

Mr. President, I am startled to· learn 
that the bill goes much further than I 
expected. It now appears what the 
Republicans meant when· they said that 

· they had a mandate to upset the ad
vances made in the administration of 
Franklin D. Roosevelt. 

Woodrow Wilson said that the business 
of government was to orga1iize the com
mon interest against the special inter
ests; but the Eightieth Congress has done 
just the opposite. I submit that in the 
Taft-Hartley labor bill it has sought to 
weaken the organization of the common 
interest. In the Reed-Bulwinkle bill the 
Senate strengthened the organization of 
the special interests by granting them 
special exemption from the antitrust 
laws. · 

INVESTMENT BANKING TRUST 

Let me tell the Senate about the top 
monopoly in our great pyr.amid of mo
nopolies. I refer to the money monop
oly, the Wall Street top directorate. I 
think it will be highly relevant to this 
discussion to consider what is happening 
on the employer's side of the bargaining 
table, while we are pulling the chairs out 
from under the employees. 

When we speak of Wall Street, the av
erage person sees a porky individual with 
a fat cigar and a high hat, seated upon 
bulging money tags. This 1s the stereo
type which has been created by carica
turists for the American people. I do 
not know whether Wall Streeters are fat 
or thin, or whether they smoke cigars or 
pipes; but I am very sure of what four ex
haustive investigations by the Congress 
in the past 35 years have proved, and 
that is that Wall Street is sdll sitting on 
the money bags, and still has the power 
of life and death over American busi
ness, transportation, and industrial 
development. 

What I mean by 'Wall Street is the 
Wall Street investment banker, the firms 
and individuals who purvey financial ad
vice to large American corporations, who 
originate and purchase the stocks and 
bonds of corporations,. and in turn sell 
such securities to the public. 
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- For example, take the group center
ing around the so-called House of Mor
gan in ·wan Street. According to the 
National Resources. Committee, this in
dudes the investment banking house of 
Morgan, Stanley & Co., Inc.; the Com::. 
mercial -Bank of J. P. Morgan' & Co.; 
the First National Bank of New York; 
:and 41 other large financial and indus
trial corporations closely grouped to:. 
.gether by interlocking directorships and 
·other associations. In 1939 the Morgan 
group included .13 Industrial corpora:. 
'tions headed by the United' States Steel 
Corp., 12 utility corporations headed by 
the American Telephone & · Telegraph 
·co., 37 electric generating companies, 11 
of the Nation's major railroads, and sev:. 
€ral important financial institutions. 
The total assets of the banks and trust 
~companies alone in which the .members 
of the Morgan firm held trusteeships, 
according to the records of the Senate 

· :Banking - and Currency Committee, 
amounted to $3,811,400,000. 

Mr. President, the railroads in which 
the Morgan members held directorships 
1lad· assets totaling $3,430,000,000. The 
public utility and holding companies ]J.ad 
.assets of $6,222,000,000. The ·insurance 
.companies had ass·ets of $337,000,000. 
.The industrial corporations had assets 
·of more than $6,000,000,000. In grand 

· total the Morgan members held 126 di
·rectorships in 89 corporations with total 
assets of . more than $20,000,000,000. 
This was called "incomparably the 
greatest reach of power in private hands 
-in our entire history." , 
· There are similar groups of lesser mag
nitude centered around other important 
investment banking houses ·as well. 
_ Perhaps, Mr. President, we now see 
.why the, cartoonists draw pictures of the 
big man on the money bags. Why does 
the inve·stment banker sit at the top of 
the p].le of money?. Why is he such a 
powerful figure in our national life? The 
investment -banker is a person of great 
wealth only in rare instances. Since the 
Banking Act of June 16, 1933, he has had 
to cease. making deposits, doing, a com
mercial banking business, and has had 
to confine himself to the business of sell
ing securitie~ and financial advice. In 
fact, the firm of Morgan,. Stanley & Co. 
admits to capital assets of less than 
•$5,000,000. 

As a group the leading investment 
bankers parcel out business, decide which 
enterprise may or may not have access 
to large-scale credit, and set the prices, 
terms, and conditions of sale at which 
-companies may secure their capital and 
at which their securities are sold to the 
public. The leading investment houses 
form a tight little group organized by 
custom and mutual understanding .. 
TheY' may quarrel a~ong themselves, but 
they form a united front against any out
sider, and whoever poaches on their pre
-serves does so ·at his own grave risk; No 
·one investment banking house has a 
complete monopoly, but a group of a 
dozen· leading fir~s· effectively- dominate 
all business of .investment banking~ 
Corporations needing m.oney, ·Mr. Presi
dent, and investors needing_securities to 
buy have to meet the banker's: terms or 
go without, 

XCIII--466 

- The great investment banking houses 
have access to confidential information 
·unavailable to others. 
. Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President-

Mr. ·TAYLOR. So, if they care to ad
journ at any time they will not lose any 
advantage-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Idaho yield to the Senator 
from South Carolina? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. If 

the Senate will agree to it, would not the 
Senator like to listen to the President ' at 
10 o'clock out of courtesy to .him? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Oh, of' course, I would 
·like to listen to the President: but I... do 
not think it is possible to get the Senate 
to agree to let me listen to the President 
of the United States. He is a Democrat. 

Mr. President, as I have said, the great 
investment banking houses have access 
to confidential financial information. 

I will say to the Senator from South 
Carolina that the Senate did not even 
want the people to listen to.the President 
of the United States until ~fter they had 
-rendered moot the subject of his speech 
and done away with any reason for de
livering it. 

The great banking houses have .access 
to confidential information unavailable 
to others. They receive secret monthly 
and quarterly reports from corporations 
·which the ordinary stockholders never 
·see. They interlock on the boards of 
numerous corporations and financial in
stitutions. The relative strength and 
influence of investment · bankers within 
their own tight · little group can very 
·easily -be measured. In 1938 the Invest
_me:p.t . Bankers' Association reported a 
total membership of 723 dealers in se
curities having 1,410 offices located in 
210 cities in 40 States. Thirty-eight 
leading investment bankers dominated 
the entire field, having sold in a 5-year 
period in the 1930's 91 percent of all 
stock issues registered with the Secu
·rities and Exchange Commission and c,f
fered to the public. 'In other words, 5 
percent of the investment houses domi
.nated 91 percent of the business. Six 
leading firms--

Mr. WHERRY. 'Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I will yield for a ques
tion only. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I was 
out of the Senate Chamber and have 
been informed that the Senator from 
Idaho has served notice that he will talk 
·until noon tomorrow. 
. Mr. TAYLOR. I said I was going to 
talk until we recessed. I would be willing 
to agree on a vote next week but I insist 
that we accord the President the courtesy 
of letting the country read his veto mes
sage before we vote. 

Mr. WHERRY. I would like to say to 
"the Senator that in view of that state
ment he may be interested to know that 
we haq alrea!fy <;letermitied, if it be the 

'·pleasure of the Seriate, to stay it). session 
·as long as i-t takes to get a vote. on this 
bill, if it takes all night, tomorrow, to
.morrow nig~t. the next day and the next 
night, until we .finally get a vote on the 
pending measure. . 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am happy to hear the 
Senator say th~t. That will indeed call 
attention, to the tactics being employed 
by the majority party in trying to rail
road this measure through before the 
'American people have an opportunity to 
read the Presid{mt's message, hear what 
'he has to say, make up their minds, and 
get some word to their Senators as to 
how they feel about this measure. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. No. I refuse to yield. 
I am just getting going now. [Mani
festations of applause in the galleries.] 
- Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, . I ask 
·unanimous consent--

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state the point of order. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I will yield for a ques-
Uon. · 
· Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the Sena
tor has yielded. He had declined to yield 
before, which he had the right to do. He 
has now ·yielded, so -that the point of or
der is not in order. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, we 
have to have some deCision; we have to 
have someone say what is the pleasure of 
the Senate and what the procedure will 
be; and I ask this question of the Sena
tpr, in view of the statement he made: If 
the Senator wants to have the informa
tion, . and an announcement is m_ade to 
the Senate that we expect to stay in ses
sion tonight, and tomorrow, and tomor
row night, or as long as it will take to get 
a vote on this measure, does it not seem 
to the Senator that that gives ample op
portunity for everyone to debate the 
question? It is my humble opinion that 
this is such an important measure that 
there ought to be continuous debate un
til a vote is had upon it. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, that is a 
very interesting statement. I am sure 
that the American people appreciate the 
devotion to the cause of labor displayed 
·by the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. WHERRY. I am sure the Ameri
can people appreciate it; yes. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
_tpe-Senator yield for a question from me? 

Mr. TAYLOR. For a question, I shall 
be happy to yield to the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Does the Senator · 
from Idaho understand that the Senator 
from Nebraska announced that we would 
violate the Sabbath here, if necessary, in 
order to vote on this measure? 

Mr. TAYLOR. That would not be the 
first blow at religion delivered by the 
Republican majority of this Congress. 
We changed our Chaplain the first thing 
in the session. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President; will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. WHERRY. A moment ago the 

Senator from Idaho called attention to 
the fact-and I am prefacing my ques
tion with a remark-that he wanted 
some Christianity in this bill. It is with
in the rules of the Senate for the Senate 
to meet on Sunday, if there is an emer
gency. I agree with the Senator from 
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Idaho that the principles of Christianity 
are involved herein. 

Mr,. TAYLOR. Yes. 
Mr. WHERRY. And as a Christian 

and as an active member of a church, I 
think it is within the province of the 
Senate to be in session on Sunday to 
settle such an important issue as . th~ one 
which now confronts the people of the 
United States, and I think the people will 
deeply appreciate it. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Idaho will state it. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I move to strike out 
the remarks of the Senator from Ne
braska. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. PresidEmt, will the 
Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield to the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. ,Will the Senator yield 
to any Senator who is on the opposite 
side of this problem, to permit him to 
point out anything in this bill that has 
any Christianity in it? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I will yield to any Sen
ator for that purpose, if the Chair will 
permit me to yield. I will even be dis
criminatory, in my yielding; if a ruling 
is made that I cannot yield to Democratic 
Senators except for questions, but that I 
can yield to Republicans, such as the 
majority whip, for speeches, I shall abide 
by that ruling, if Senators wish to have 
that done, 

No, Mr. President; I agree with the 
Senator from Nebraska that this is a 
great Christian issue; we must vote on 
it right away, for we have the laboring 
man down, with our foot on his face, and 
we must not let him up, for if . people 
hear what is going on, they might insist 
that we let go our half-Nelson hold, and 
then we might have to desist in this 
crusade to "uplift" the workingman 
down to a dollar a day. Perhaps Sen
ators on the other side of the aisle have 
never heard of the Biblical admonition 
that the laborer is worthy of his hire. 
I may say that when they talk about 
staying in session, there is a group of us 
on this side of the aisle who are prepared 
to stay in session indefinitely for the sake 
of the American workingman and the 
American working public in general. 

[Manifestations of applause in the 
galleries.] · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The oc
cupants of the galleries will be in or
der. If there is any further demonstra
tion, which is against the rules of the 
Senate, it will be necessary to have the 
galleries be cleared. 

The Senator from Idaho will-proceed. 
Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, I 

should like to say, on behalf of the occu
pants of the galleries, and in connection 
with the statement that the galleries are 
out of order, that I have heard more ap
plause in the galleries on issues less im
portant to the American people than this, 
without the galleries having been admon
ished by the Chair. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, let me 
return to a discussion of the investment 
bankers. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. I appreciate very 
much the remarks of the distinguished 
Senator from Rhode Island, but I sub
mit to the Chair that the galleries are 
out of order in making any demonstra
tion in the Senate Chamber. In fact, 
after-- , 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President--
_Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I am 

stating a point of order. In view of the 
traditions of the Senate of the United 
States, the greatest legislative body in 
the world, I think we should preserve 
inviolate the Senate's traditions; and I 
suggest to the distinguished present oc
cupant of· the Chair that he has ruled in 
keeping with the Senate rule, and that 
it is out of order for the occupants of the 
galleries to make any demonstration of 
any kind. That rule has been adhered 
to as long as I have been a Member of 
the Senate, and I think that rule should 
be explicitly · applied, not only now, but · 
always. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, if I 
may answer the remarks which the Sen
ator from Nebraska has made--

The PRESIDING OFFI.CER.' The 
Chair asks the Senator from Michigan 
to withhold his inquiry until the Senator 
from Rhode Island states his question. 

Mr. McGRATH. I think the remarks 
of the distinguished majority whip are 
entirely out of order. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President--
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, a 

parliamentary .inquiry. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Idaho has the floor. Does 
he yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President-
Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I cannot 

refuse to yield to a point of order, can I? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Mich
igan for the purpose of having him state 
his point of order or parliamentary 
inquiry. 
. Mr. FERGUSON. I make the point of 
order that the Senator from Idaho has 
lost the floor by permitting the Senator 
from Rhode Island to make a speech 
intervening in the speech of the Senator 
from Idaho. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
make the point of order--

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President-
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

Mr. President, a point of order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair rules that the Senator from Rhode 
Island was discussing the recent point of 
order. 

At this point: the Chair will read the 
rule, so that Senators who may not be 
altogether familiar with it and the occu
pants of the galleries may understand 
what the rule is: 

Whenever confusion arises in the Chamber 
or the galleries, or . demonstrations of ap
proval or disapproval are indulged in by the 
occupants of the galleries, it shall be the 
duty of the Chair to enforce order on his 
own initiative and without any point of order 
being made by a Senator. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. McGRATH. What Senator has 
the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Idaho has the floor. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Idaho yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. McGRATH. Lest I do the case of 

labor justice some harm, I shall not take 
advantage of my opportunity to answer 
the remarks of the Senator from Ne
braska. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I have 
not yielded--

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The .PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. I rise - to question 
whether the Senator from Idaho yielded 
for a comment. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President·, I had 
not yielded for· a comment. 

Let me say that six leading b.anking 
firms-Morgan Stanley & Co., Inc., the 
First Boston Corp., Dillon Read & Co., 
Kuhn, Loeb & Co., Smith Barney & Co., 
and Blyth & Co.--constituting less than 
1 percent of all the investment bankers 
in the United States, managed 57 per
cent of all the business. Morgan Stan
ley managed more than 23 percent of 
all the business. 

In case anyone should get the idea 
that I am doing this because I am sub:. 
servient to any labor group, I should 
like to repeat, once more, that there are 
only about 15,000 organized laborers in 
Idaho, and I am doing this because I 
feel it is best for the people of America, 
the small businessmen, and . particu
larly the farmers, who make up the great 
bulk of the people in my State of Idaho. 

In opposing the passage of this bill and 
in my efforts toe hold up this decision 
for a reasonable length of time, until 
the people have had a chance to look 
into this bill and find out how thor
oughly vicious, how un-American, and 
how disastrous to the future· of the coun
try it can be, I believe I am doing the 
correct thing. I believe I am thor
oughly justified in taking this stand. 
I may say that if the representatives of 
the majority party in the Senate wish 
to get tough and stick out their chins 
and tell us that they are going to stay 
here all night, that is just fine. How
ever, in that case I shall ask the in
dulgence of the occupants of the gal
leries, for it will be a little difficult for 
me to keep my voice raised sufficiently to 
be heard throughout the Chamber, in 
which the acoustics are not very good. 
I would rather tak~ it a little easier, if 
I have to talk for such a long period 
of time. 

Mr. President. this select group of New 
York firms kept all the best business for 
itself. 

During the period referrecl to in the 
1930's, no investment banking firm lo
cated outside of New York managed any 
first grade registered bond ·issue. The 
lower the grade of securities the larger 
the relative importance of the firms out-
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side of New York City, The gravy was 
kept for the elect and the crumbs were 
dusted off to what' they -call the "hinter
lands." 

Mr. President, our people are concern
ed about the fact that the wealth of the 
West is owned and controlled from offices 
in New York, rather· than from offices in 
Boise, Salt Lake City, Spokane, Portland 
and Seattle. · · 

Our power companies, our railroads, 
our air ·unes, our telephone companies, 
our chain stores, and many of our indus
tries are controlled, not by the people 
who live among them, work among them 
and use them, but by a relatively small 
group of Wall Street financiers. · 

This is how the investment bankers sit 
on top of the money pile. - The. figures I 
have just mentioned are proof positive 
that the channels for the control of 
credit in this country-the money that 
makes the wheels of enterprise turn-is 
wholly in the hands of a small but power
ful group of investment bankers. Out 
of approximately nine-billions· of regis
tered industrial securities issued. and sold 
to the publfc· from 1935 to 1939, the top 
group of investment bankers-the pres-. 
ent-day money trust-handled eight and 
one-half billions. 

A dozen firms in Wall Street can thus · 
control the' flow of this essential of our 
economy. . 

The inv~stment bank.er ·occupies a keY 
position. A director of an . industrial 
corporation who is also · an important 
investment banker is in a position to 
de~ide as an industry man that the com- 
pany should issue securities and sell them 
to himself as a banker. As an tnvest
m·eht banker he is iri a position to fix 
the price at which they are to be taken 
and the price they are to be sold to , the 
public. 

He is on both sides of the table at one 
and the same time, and he is bargaining 
with himself . .. What he says goes, 
whether the corporatioq likes it or not. 
It cannot be otherwise. 

. Being a banker-industrialist, he buys 
the securities from his own corporation 
at a price and on terms which he has a 
share in fixing. Then he sells these se
curities as a banker to insurance com
panies and financial institutions in which 
he or his associates are able to exercise 
some control as directors. 

Often the issue of the securities may 
be unctertaken not because the corpora
tion particularly needs the money, but 
because the market for securities has 
been favorable. For example, the tre
mendous number of new· railroad issues 
that were floated during the hectic 1920's 
had little relation to efficiency or im
provement of railroad property or serv
ice. In consequence, many railroads 
found themselves overextended with 
valueless or uneconomical ·operating 
properties and burdened with tremend
ous amounts of capital indebtedness. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Idaho yield to the Senator 
from West Virginia? 

Mr. TAYLOR •. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator for a question. 

Mr. KILGORE. I wonder if the Sen
ator from Idaho is aware that the in-

vestment bankers -connected with these 
corporations probably draw far more of 
their income in the way of salaries from 
the profits of the corporations by means 
of fixing prices than they do from their 
investments as investment bankers. I 
wonder if : the Senator from Idaho is 
aware of that fact. _ 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am aware that they 
have many angles. I have been studying 
the situation .• and it is really a revelation, 
I will say to the Senator from West Vir
ginia, They have them going and com
ing and turning around all the time. 

I d~ ·not need to recount the history of 
railroad financing in the United States.
These unbalanced financial . structures 
caused a wave of bankruptcies among 
railroads. After the railroads went bank
rupt and the stockholders took their 
losses, the. investment bankers, who bad 
sold the stock in the first place, and in
surance companies maneuvered them
selves into controlling positions on the 
reorganization committees of the very 
same railroads. The stockholders- were 
out in the cold. 

Frequently, Mr. President, the bankers 
called upon the Government's Recon
struction Finance Corporation to bail 
them out. I regret to say that the re
cent investigation by the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. ToBEY] of the 
RFC's .'dealings with. the .B. & 0. reveal 
that these arrangements were not always 
conducted Qn a high_ plane, to say the 
least. But the man on the money bags 
sees to it that none of his activities as 
a · corporation director harms his inter
ests as a banker. 

His ·first loyalty is not to the corpora
tion on whose board he sits and to which 
his loyalty ~nd fealty legally belong but 
to the investment banker· 'he secretly 
represents. He is, in short, a -Trojan 
Horse on the corporation's board of di
rectors. 

Mr. President, this -sort of protective 
activity cripples efficiency of our indus
tries. Inventions remain undeveloped, 
and ·advances in operating techniques 
and production are delayed. For exam
ple, the president of the Chesapeake & 
Ohio Railroad has publicly charged that 
the introduction of air conditioning into 
railroad coaches was discouraged because 
it would have forced the ' Morgan-con
trolled Pullman Co. into 'what was stu
pidly regarded as unnecessary expense. 

In short, the bankers are taking the 
word "enterprise" out of their phrase · 
"private enterprise." 

Now, some may ask, Why cannot cor
porations shop around and get credit 
facilities and financing elsewhere in 
Wall Street? Why ·cannot new enter
prises and corporations needing credit 
secure funds from the controlling coterie 
of investment bankers? 

In the first pla·ce, that question par
tially answers itself, and the answer is 
in another question: 

Does anyone believe, Mr. President, 
that a responsible group of industrialists 
could have secured capital funds _from 
the Wall Street investment bankers to 
bid on the great United States owned 
Geneva steel plant in Utah? 

'Of course not. 
Does ·an-yone believe that the Morgan 

group would have provided the means 

for creating competition affecting the 
interests of the· United States .Steel Co., 
the largest industrial unit in the Morgan 
grouP-Or would they permit anyone else 
in Wall Street to provide such financial 
backing? To ask that question is to 
answer it. 

Mr. President, does anyone believe that 
the Morgan group would provide-capital· 
to the railroad~ they dominate to repiace 
antiquated ice cars with automatic re
frigeration when the same. gtoup has a 
finanCial stake in retaining the old-fash
ioned equipment? In other words, they 
own it and rent it to the railroads, so why 
should they· get rid of it? 

Does anyone believe, Mr. President, 
that Henry Kaiser could have secured 
from the Wall Street investment bankers 
the financial resources to build a new 
plant to manufacture a competitive au
tomobile, with a different labor policy, in 
competition with General Motors? 

The investment bankers who handled 
automobile financing- for many years 
turned Kaiser down flat. Henry Ford, 
too, knew bettet than to go near the Wal"l 
Street investment bankers. When he 
needed additional·credit he was forced to
go to his dealers and to draw on his·own 
financial resources. -He wanted to keep 
control of the great enterprise he had. 
built up from a bicycle shop. · 

But the real reason why corporations· 
needing ~noney cannot shop . around in 
Wall Street is that the investment bank-. 
ers do not compete, The people who sit 
on the money bags do not consider com-
petition ethical. , 

Mr . . McGRATH. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · 
- Mr. TAYLOR. I can yield-for a ques
tiCm, and I will be happy to do that. 

Mr. McGRATH. I was very much in
terested in what' the Senator was saying. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Pre·sident, a point 
of order. ·· 

The PRESIDING OFFI~ER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to make 
inquiry as to whether the Senator from 
Idaho is -yielding to the Senator from 
Rhode Island merely for the purpose of 
his asking a question?. 
· Mr. TAYLOR. That is the only pur
pose for which I have yielded. I expect 
the Chair to protect my interests in this 
matter. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia .. 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. . The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to ask if 
the Chair really unde.rstands that the 
Senator from Idaho bas yielded for the 
purpose of a question being asked? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair so understands. Will the Senator 
fro~ Rhode Island state his q~estion? , 

. Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, I 
would like to say that I would not ask 
the Senator to yield for the purpose of 
taking the floor away from him. I was 
very much interested in his bringing into 
this discussion the name of Mr; Henry 
Kaiser, and I wanted to ask the Senator 
if he realized that Mr. Henry Kaiser is 
probably the first American hi this gen
eration· who bas had the courage to go 
ahead and promote new enterprises 
against the monopolistic infiuences of 
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which the Senator is speaking to a 
greater extent than any other indus
trialist? 

I also wanted to include in my ques
tion, since I must put my remarks in the 
form of a question, whether the Senator 
knew that committees of the United 
States Senate, as of today, are trying to 
put in the way of Mr. Kaiser a.nd his en
terprises every embarrassment that they 
possibly can, as against the entrenched 
interests against whom he is trying to 
compete. Is the Senator aware of that? 

Mr. TAYLOR. May I say to the Sen
ator from Rhode Island, I was not aware 
of the fact that committees were hound
ing Mr. Kaiser, or were after him. Of 
course, Henry Ford had the temerity also 
to not let himself become enslaved to the 
money bags. Another one who is having 
a scrap with them, more or less success
fully, is Robert Young, who seems to be 
getting along fairly well in his fight with 
Wall Street. But individuals seldom get 
away with it, Mr. President. 

Of course, they never say that they do 
not compete, or that they do not believe 
in competition. They give free enter
prise and competition a lot of lip service 
and rationalize their behavior in a dozen 
different ways. But the fact remains 
that the precious rule of the investment 
banking fraternity is one of phony ethics 
by which it is declared unprofessional to 
come to the financial relief of any cor
poration which is already the customer 
or client of another investment banker. 

I do not want to talk irreverently of 
the business hierarchy so close to its 
shrine, but I am prompted to ask, How 
different is this from the days of the 
beer barons, when the mob in the Bronx 
did not "muscle in" on the territory of 
the Manhattan mob and vice versa? 

And the people who sit on the money 
bags force these ethics down the throats 
of their subordinate firms and associ
ates. For example, when several invest
ment banking firms and their affiliated or 
associated security dealers are organ
ized to market securities for a particular 
corporation the group is called a syndi
cate, and its members, underwriters. 

Thus the good will of the combination 
of investment bankers must be solicited 
and their favor courted by dealers and 
smaller firms if they are to continue in 
business. In the hierarchy of invest
ment banking, J. P. Morgan & Co., is · 
known as the Corner. When matters 
are in dispute or differences of opinion 
arise, it is the Corner which issues the 
orders and gives the final word. 

With the investment bankers calling 
their shots it is no surprise to find that 
they have profited handsomely from 
their transactions. And the people who 
pay the freight are the securities buy
ers-the public, you, me, and Aunt Jane, 
who has a few dollars to invest. 

The investment bankers, it must be 
remembered, purchase the securities 
from the corporation at one -price and 
resell them to the public at a higher 
price. 

The difference in prices-the spread
is the banker's pr.o:flts. In the days be
fore the Securities and Exchange Com
mission, this spread was often· 5 to 8 
points. That is, :five to eight dollars on 
every hundred dollars worth of securities 

sold went into the pockets of the bank
ers. This was a toll levied on the cor
porations and" on the public. 

In a $100,000,000 issue, for example, 
the bankers got from $5,000,000 to $8,-
000,000 as their take. Their out-of
pocket expenses were only an infini
tesimal fraction of this sum. Within 
recent years the "spread" has been 
reduced. 

Mr. President, I have been thinking 
the matter over and to me it is indeed 
strange that this piece of legislation, the 
labor bill, is the only piece of legislation 
in the consideration of which the ma
jority party has seen tit to force night 
sessions so as to hurry it along. Is there 
a dead line with respect to' it? I do not 
know of any. I believe there is no ap
propriation connected with the . bill. 
There is a great hurry, however, a great 
urgency exhibited with respect to it. I 
think I have discovered the reason for 
the haste, Mr. President. The whole 
proposition stinks to high heaven, and 
the Republicans do not want it around 
so long that the people can smell it. 

Mr. President, we do not seem to have 
time nor the inclination to take up hous
ing legislation. The people need homes. 
Housing legislation is one matter respect
ing which we should stay up nights work
ing on. It is only proper that we should 
do so, because there are many people sit
ting up tonight, or sleeping in chairs. 
Only the Lord knows where they are 
sleeping, because they do not have de
cent, proper housing accommodations. 
But we should worry! We are Senators! 
We all have houses. I was renting a 
house, but I bought one. Of course, if 
I had not been a Senator I could not have 
done so. I had to borrow some money 
and make a down payment on the house. 
If I had not been a Senator I could riot 
have borrowed the money. But I have 
a place to live. All God's children have 
places to live if they are United States 
Senators. But there are many people 
who do not have places in which to live. 

Of course Congress passed one rent
control bill app}ying to the country gen
erally, and there is another for the Dis
trict of Columbia. We turned the peo
ple of the country over to the tender mer
cies of the 15-.percent landlord. The bill 
which deals with the District of Colum
bia is of an altogether different color' 
however. I think the same old bill has 
been renewed so Senators and Represen
tatives will not get stuck with the 15-
percent increase.. Members of Congress 
are going to fix things up nicely for 
themselves. They do not, however, have 
time to pass housing legislation. They 
have time to pass the Bulwinkle bill ex
empting the railroads from the antitrust 
laws. They have time to pass the rent
control bill rais-ing the ceiling 15 per
cent, and making provision that a land
lord c·an nail up a door between two 
parts of his house, thus dividing it up 
into two sections, where before there was 
only one section, and thus come out from 
under rent control. By so doing. he can 
charge more for each section which he 
has divided by nailing a door between 
them, than he could charge before for 
the whole place. 

Mr. President, the 15-percent increase 
across the board is mere chicken feed. 

That is nothing to what landlords are 
going to receive as a result of the 
passage of the so-called rent-control 
bill. That bill is as big a farce as was 
the bill which a year ago purported to 
extend the OPA. We were told that 
under it we had price control, but all 
the bill did was to make price increases 
mandatory. And now, see t~e fix we 
are in. Prices have gone completely 
through the roof; they have gone sky 
high; and there is no hope of bringing 
them back again. 

I was astounded the other day when 
the able Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
BALDWIN], the present occupant of the 
chair, suggested on the floor of the Sen
ate that an investigation be had into 
high prices. Does the Senator not know 
that it was the Republicans in Congress 
who scuttled OPA? Of course he does 
not know that. He was not here at the 
time, and I can excuse him for his gen
uine concern for the common people. 
He was not here when the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. TAFT] and the capable Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] almost got 
into a fist tight one day over who should 
have the most credit for killing the OPA. 
For a long time they boasted about it. 
I wish they would get up and boast about 
it on the floor of the Senate tonight. It 
would be very helpful under the circum
stances. After boasting about how they 
killed the OPA, they said, "Look, you can 
get meat. The price is up to about a 
dollar, but it will come down in a few 
days to 50 cents." But the price did not 
come down. I grant that we did suc
ceed in getting meat at a high price. 
But the price did not come down so the 
low-income family still does not get 
meat. 

Finally the bragging appeared to peter 
out for some reason. They have learned 
better than to brag. But they will keep 
us here 4 or 5 days in an endeavor to 
have the pending legisla,tion passed, and 
get labor all tied 1-IP in a knot, and the 
w~ole country tied up in a knot, and we 
Will probably have more strikes than the 
country has ever seen. 

Mr. President, if I were a laboring 
man-and I was one not very long ago
and if I were working in a plant I would 
not pick up another tool until they . had 
changed the legislation. I would let my 
tools lie idJ.e; and I am afraid that is 
what the workers of America are going 
to do. They are going to show that they 
just cannot be kicked around. 

Mr. President. I feel that if we can 
forestall action on this measure for a 
few days we might be able to defeat the 
bill. As I pointed out, the only reason 
I am taking the time of the Senate now 
is to try to hold up action on the measure 
until next week. Tuesday would be an 
agreeable time to me on which to vote on 
it. That would give Senators and others 
the opportunity to go down to Georgia 
to the dedication ceremonies at the place 
where President Roosevelt spent so many 
happy hours-as happy hours as a man 
in his physical condition could have. I 
am sure, however. he was a very happy 
man because of the many good things 
he did for people. After all, the greatest 
happiness that can come to anyone in 
this world accrues from serving his fellow 
men. 
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I sometimes feel sorry for Republi

cans. How ·unhappy·; they must. be, be
cause they are always trying to do some
body iristead of .doing something for 
somebody. ·Of course, they are . doing 
something for the -fellows who do not 
need anything done for them. That does 
not result in any real satisfaction. My 
conscience would hurt me terribly if I did 
such things: But then I guess it takes 
all kinds of people to make a ·world. So 
we have Bulwinkle bills, and labor bills, 
and rent-decontrol bills, and we have tax 
bills that help the rich and do not help 
the poor. 

Since the introduction· of competitive 
bidding by the SEC in 1941 for the se:. 
curities of registered public-utility hold
ing companies, and by the ICC in 1944, 
with respect to railroad bonds, the aver
age banker "spreads"-that is, the prof
its-have been reduced by half. This 
means more money for the railroads and 
public utilities and better bargains for 
the investing public which ·Wants these 
securities. · The investment bankers, 
with two exceptions; bitterly fought the 
adoption of competitive bidding and still 
seek to discredit it. 

Perhaps there will be a law to exempt 
the bankers from the antitrust laws one 
of these days. If there is not, it will be 
because they never thought of having one 
of their lawyers draw it up and hand it to 
some Member on the ·majority side. 

Moreover, competitive bidding does not 
extend to include the vast field of indus
trial securities. 

The most recent Roper poll in Fortune 
magazine demonstrated that the · bank'!' 
ing and stock-exchange reform legisla
tion of the past 15 years has been the 
most appreciated legislation that the 
Congress has ever enacted. But the 
banking fraternity is still awaiting the 
day when Republican majorities in Con
gress will be large enough to make it 
possible quietly to repeal this protective 
legislation. They will slip it by in the 
dead of night, after people have gone 
to bed, as they are trying to do in this 
case. But the people are not going to 
bed. Look at them in the galleries. They 
are going to stay around and watch to 
see what happens. 

It is a comforting thought to know 
that the President of the United States 
has also been talking to the people for 
the past few minutes on this subject, 
trying to forestall this catastrophe. 

We owe more money than does any 
other country in the world, but we have 
not yet found out that we ar.e broke, 
and the other countries nave. 

The situation is illustrated by the old 
story of the soldier who was fighting the 
Germans in the First World War. It is 
an old joke. One day he went O\!..er the 
top. He ·threw away his gun and took 
out his razor, a weapon with which he 
was more familiar. He passed a Ger
man soldier and took a swipe at him. 
The German said, "Ha, you never 
touched me." The boy said, "The heck 
I didn't. Just wait until you try to 
move your head." [Laughter.] We 
are likely to move our head one of these 
day~ ar:d find out that we. are bankr.upt, 
that our throat has been cut. We had 
better be careful aot to get into situa
tions of that kind, where we have to 

move our·. head and find it out. It is all 
right if we never turn our head. If the 
German had never .turned his head, and 
had kept going, he might have lived to 
·a ripe old age. If we get into a big eco
nomic upheaval, the people will become 
frig"ltened. .Thc..t is all that is ne.:essary. 
Of course the Republicans will have to 
assume the responsibility for it, but that 
will not help a Democrat to get some
thing to eat. 

Coming back to the banks again, the 
fundamental structure of the investment 
banking business, the traditional rela
tionships· between the Wall Street invest
ment banking firms and their· domina
tion and control over the corporations 
whose securities they sell, have been un
altered. The great financial and eco
nomic power of those investment bank
ers has only recently been challenged 
by the Government in an. attack launched 
against their monopolistic and restric
tive practices. 

Mr. President, I suppose that the Presi
dent of the United States has now, fin
ished speaking. The people have heard 
what he has to say. Now they can start 
thinking about the subject, and after 
that they can inform their Senators how 
they feel about it. As the Senator from 
Ort;:gon [Mr. MORSE} said, I am particu.,. 
larly interested in our industrialists, our 
·businessmen. They have been for this 
measure but some of their ablest leaders 
have in recent weeks sensed its dangers. 
I am particularly concerned that they 
should have a full, complete, .and under
standable description of the bill from 
someone who.could not possibly afford to 
misrepresent it. That would be the 
President of the United States. I believe 
that when the small businessmen, the big 
businessmen, the farmers, and the rest of 
our citizens get this report and have an 
opportunity to study it, there will be a 
decided change in the .thinking of Ameri
cans. 

I feel that possibly even some of the 
excited editorial writers may wake up 
and change their tune. 

As I have stated, it is not a hopeless 
undertaking, and one which I would not 
attempt, unreasonably to delay the vote 
on the veto message. I know that there 
are a number of Senators who are not 
strongly committed on this question. 
They have felt that we needed some leg
islation. They are doubtful as to the 
wisdom or efficacy of this particular 
measure. They are on the fence, so to 
speak. If they felt that the folks back 
home were supporting them a little more, 
they would be · only too happy to change 
their votes and sustain the President's 
veto. 

I do not expect to change the attitude 
of any legislators who are violently op
posed to labor-men like the Senator 
from 011io [Mr. TAFT], who sponsored 
the bill, and any number of other Sena
tors on the other side of the aisle who 
would like to hamstring labor com
pletely. I would not try to change the 
attitude of the junior Senator from New 
York, who participated so actively in its 
preparation. 

No; I do not expect to chang.e them. 
There are some Senators on the ·. other 
side of the aisle and some on this side 
who do not feel strongly about this mat· 

ter and .who would be glad if they 
thought their constituents felt that way. 
It would be·well, Mr. President, for them 
to change their views and spare us this 
catastrophe. · 

After an epochal investigation lasting 
some thirty months the Antitrust Divi
sion of the Department of Justice has 
at last come to grips with the combina
tion of Wall Street investment bankers 
that bestride American industry and 
finance. At long last it is to be hoped 
that the Antitrust Division can break 
the power of 'the investment banker. 

We can soon look forward to action to 
make it possible for businessmen to have 
freer access to the capital which the gen
eral public wants to invest. We can look 
forward to the day when they will be able 
to get that capital on competitive terms. 

· Both the borrower-the businessman 
who wants to finance his plant opera
tions-and the lender-the members of 
the general public with money to investr
wHI profit by this action of the Antitrust 
Division. The only loser will be the mid
dleman-the investment banker. 

And, above all, this will reduce the con
trol-the stifling, unimaginative, selfish, 
and unenteFprising stranglehold-which 
investment bankers now maintain over 
business. It will pave the way for self
management of American business and 
industry. 

No longer should the influence of Wall 
Street be . paramount in merging and 
combining competing companies, and in 

· the creation of great combinations of 
economic power. 

In our economy it is essential that in
dustry and business; both small-scale 
and large, should have free and unham
pered access to the capital markets. 

To hope for any less is to turn back to 
Wall Street a large share of the direc
tion of the future of our country. 

And that, Mr. President, is the surest 
way to financial crisis, panic, depres
sion--or, as Wall Street itself now calls 
it, "corrective recession." 

Mr. President, a few moments ago the 
Senator from Nebraska, the majority 
whip, was talking about its being a very 
Christian thing to put this bill through 
as fast as is possible. Indeed! I wish he 
.were here and that I could yield to him 
for the privilege of having him point out 
what is Christian about thi;; bill. 

Mr. McGRATH. ·Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I can yield for a ques
tion only, _I will have to admonish my 
friend. 

Mr. McGRATH. I was about to sug
gest that probably a quorum call would 
bring to the floor the Senator from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I cannot yield for a 
quorum call. I would probably lose the 
floor; so there will be no quorum call for 
many hours. 

Mr. President, what is Christian 
about the proposition of denying tAe 
workingman the right to associate him
self with his fellow workers for the pur
pose of seeking to maintain his standard 
of living and his wages? Especially 
w;hat is Christian about it in face of 
the fact that the profits of corporations 
have risen to fantastic heights, while 
the take-home pay of all workers has 
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decreased approximately $5,0QO,OOO,OOO? 
I have seen that kind of Christians, Mr. 
President; I have seen plenty of them; 
they go to church every day of the .week, 
if they can find a church . open every 
day of the week; and when they are not 
in church they are busy skinning some
one out of his eye teeth. That is the 
kind of Christianity embodied in this 
bill, Mr. President. What semblance of 
Christ ianity is there in telling the work
ing people that they cannot associate 
themselves, exercise their collective in
fluence in any way, shape, or form, to see 
that they do not get the kind of Sena
tors who oc·cupy so many seats and are 
able to pass this sort of legislation to 
enslave the workingman? Some Sena
tors want to enslave the workingmen 
and make it impossible for them ever to 
take any action to ~free themselves. 
That is all very clever, .very Christian, 
Mr. President-very Christian, I must 
say! 

While. we are on the subject of who is a 
Christian and who is not, I should like 
to read a statement signed by 642 promi
nent religious leaders representing all 
parts of the country. What are they urg
ing, Mr. President? Are they urging the 
passage of the Taft-Hartley bill because 
it is the Christian measure described by 
my good friend the Senator from Ne
braska? Are these religious leaders urg
ing that it be passed? No, Mr. President, 
they are urging a veto of the Taft-Hart
ley labor bill. 

Representing the· National Clergymen's ' 
Committee on the Taft-Hartley bill, a 
four-man delegation bearing the petition 
was to visit the White House. The dele
gation was to include the Reverend ·John 
Duffy of New York City; Rabbi Ira Sud of 
Arlington, Va.; Father Charles Owen 
Rice, .and the Reverend Sheldon Rahn, 
secretary of the committee. 

May I warn these· gentlemen, Mr. 
President, that they had better watch 
out or David Lawrence will find out about 
it. If he does he will write them up in 
his column and say they are interfering 
and mixing church and state and that 
they should not be urging a veto of this 
bill. They ought to let the Republicans 
get the workers down and keep their 
heads under water until they suffocate. 

Among those supporting the delega
tion are: Bishop William Scarlett, of 

. Missouri; Father William Kelly, of 
Brooklyn; Dr. David De Sola Pool, of 
New York City; Dr. Sidney E. Goldstein, 
of New York City; Dr. Liston Pope, of 
New Haven, Conn.; Father Wilfrid Par-
sons, of Washington; Rabbi Bernard 
Segal, of New York City; Rev. Donald 
Harrington, of New York City; Rabbi 
Julius Mark, of Nashville; Bishop 
Charles •K. Gilbert," of New York City; 
Rev. Ernest Fremont Tittle, of Chicago; 
Bishop Edward L. Parsons, of California; 
Bishop Francis J. McConnell, of New 
Haven; Rev. William Lloyd Imes, of 
DUndee, N. Y. 

This is a roll of honor,' a group of 
clergymen who have issued a statement 
urging that the Taft-Hartley bill be 
vetoed. I would not doubt that every 
really true Christian iri America, .if he 
were familiar with this bill, would urge 
its defeat. 

I resume giving the names of these 
clergymen: 

Father Richard B. Lavelle, of Brook
lyn; Dr. Howard Thurman, of Califor
nia; Father Joseph F. Buckley, of Brook
lyn; Rabbi Manuel Laderman, of Denver; 
Father M. Sidney Rushfort, of Brooklyn; 
Father Philip Dobson, of Jersey City; 
Dean Walter Muelder, of Boston; Father 
Joseph Hammond, of Brooklyn; Rev. Ed
win McNeill Poteat, of Rochester, N. Y.; 
and Bishop Walter Mitchell, of Cali
fornia. 

I like the way these names are all 
mixed up here-fathers, rabbis, and 
reverends. 

Father Philip Dobson, of Jersey City, 
N. J.; Dean Walter Muelder, of Boston, 
Mass .. ; Father Joseph Hammond, of 
Brooklyn. Mr. President, a great many 
good people come from Brooklyn, it 
seems. All of them s·eem to have a soft 
spot in their hearts for the workingman. 
They are against this bill. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am happy to yield 
for a question to my gooj friend, the 
Senator -from Rhode Island. 

Mr .. McGRATH . . Does the Senator 
subscribe to the belief that a clergyman 
in these United States cannot express 
his views on an economic question 
without being accused of making an at
tempt to mix the church and the state? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I did not understand 
the full implication of the Senator's 
question. I should be glad to have him 
repeat it. 

Mr. McGRATH. The Senator from 
Idaho spoke of an article by David Law
rence in which he stated that he resented 
the fact that certain people who have
some responsibility for the morals and 
social welfare of our people have dared to 
express their views, iii accordance with 
their rights as free Americans. Does the 
Senator from Idaho subscribe to the 
view of Mr. Lawrence that because a man 
happens to be of the cloth, he thereby 
is precluded from expressing his views 
on economic and social and political 
questions. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I say to 
the Senator that I disagree with that 
view of Mr. David Lawrence's, and I may 
add' that I do not recollect ever reading 
anything which he wrote that I did agree 
with. 

Mr. McGRATH. Does the Senator 
from Idaho agree that an expression of 
th t kind by a columnist is worthy of 
tlie severest condemnation in the Senate 
of the United States-a comment of that 
sort from a man who proposes to silence 
the voice of morality in this country, as 
against his own, self-proclaimed right 
of expressing his views on politics and 
economics and unmoral issues? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I may say to the dis
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island 
that I have been condemning Mr. David 
Lawrence for that statement as vigor
ously as I possibly could, here on the 
:floor of the Senate. I think he is abso
lutely wrong. I think it is one of the first 
duties-possibly not the first duty; I sup
pose the first duty of a clergyman is to 
look after our souls; but after our soul 
has dEParted this body for lack of suste-

nance, he will have a hard time looking 
after it. So I think the second duty of a 
clergyman is to see that the physical man 
is taken care of, that the worker has a 
chance to earn a decent living, and cer
tainly that little children have a decent 
break in this world and decent food, and 
are able to consume the oranges and 
other citrus fruits that are going to waste 
in Florida. Of course, we note that the 
consumption of milk has fallen off 7 ·per
cent. There is only one answer to that: 
The children are going without the milk 
they need. 

Certainly any clergyman can speak out 
against this unspeakable piece of legis
lation, and can assert that the workers 
have a right to g~t their wages up to a 
point where they are able to buy the milk 
that is being produced but is not being 
sold. Surely tnat is Christian. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Presi(ent, I 
should like to ask the Senator whether 
he agrees . that the promotion of social 
justice in our country is the primary 
work of the church. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Certainly social jus
tice is one of the most important things 
that can possibly be done by any church, 
because if a man has security, a decent 
place to live, where he can raise a fam
ily, and if h~ is assured a steady income, 
be will have time to think; and when a 
man has time to think, his thoughts 
turn to the immortal and the meaning 
of life and, indeed, when a man begins 
to . think those thoughts, there can be 
only one conclusion, namely, that there 
is an· Almighty, an Omnipotent Being; 
and, naturally, his thoughts will turn to 
religion. 

But, Mr. President, if a man is in dire 
economic circumstances, worried every 
moment about how he is going to take 
care of his family, it is very likely. that 
he will have little time for such thoughts. 
In fact, just the physical fact that a man 
and, or his family, have no decent clothes 
to wear, will keep them from going .to 
church. In fact, that has kept more 
people from going to church than any 
other reason. As a matter of . fact, it 
kept me from going to church more 
times when I was a little boy than any 
other reason-the fact that I did not 
have decent clothes to wear, when I was 
a boy. I was afraid to go to church 
and have other children see that I did 
not have decent clothes. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, if I 
may make this observation without prej
udice to the Senator's right to con
tinue--

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I must 
remind tlie Senator from Rhode Island 
that I cannot yield for an observation. I 
must ask the Chair to protect me if I get 
caught off guard. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may make a 
comment--

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
object. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, I was 
going to comment on the morals of the 
duty--

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will sta.te it. 
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Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator from 
Idaho may yield for a question, but for 
no other purpose. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I have riot yielded. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

point of order is sustained. 
The Senator from Idaho may proceed. 

· Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, let me 
ask a question of the Chair: If some 
Senator rises and "begins to talk, even 
though I have not yielded, am I supposed 
to talk louder than he does? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair will assist the Senator in the pro
tection of his rights, but the Senator 
will have to take primary responsibility 
for what happens. 

Mr. TAYLOR. In other words, t shall 
have to watch out; and if a Senator to 
whom I have yielded for a question de
parts from his question and begins to 
make . a statement, I shall have to take 
cognizance of that, and shall have to 
call the attention of the Chair to it; is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair will cooperate with the Senator 
in that respect. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, a 
point •of order: I do not want the REc
ORD to show that I intended to take the 
Senator f:rom Idaho off the floor, for 
I am in entire sympathy--

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair is compelled to say to tne Senator 
from Rhode Island that the Senator 
from Idaho cannot be interrupted, un
der a strict application of the rule, which 
can be required, except for a question. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Rhode Island will state it. 

Mr. McGRATH. May I state the point 
of my inquiry to the Chair? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Rhode Island can address 
his inquiry to the Se.nator from Idaho, 
if he has a question to submit to him. 

Mr. McGRATH. I cannot propound a 
parliamentary inquiry? · 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Yes: · 
the Senator can submit a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, my 
parliamentary inquiry is whether dur
ing the course of the remarks of the Sen
ator who has the floor, another Senator 
can explain the purpose for which he 
rises to obtain the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A 
Senator cannot now interrupt the .Sena
tor from Idaho except by his consent, 
and, then, only for the purpose of asking 
a question. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, during 
the debate tonight we have heard much 
about Christianity and the fine Christian 
act we would do by staying here in
definitely, probably into Sunday, to pass 
this great emancipation document that 
we are working upon. I wish to ask the 
ma.jority whether they think it is Chris
tian to keep these poor little page boys 
here all night. They should be home, 
in bed, Mr. President. I have suggested 
my willingness to have us adjourn, and 
convene again tomorrow. Nothing will 
be gained-not even 1 minute-by keep
ing these page boys here tonight. I sup
pose it will not hurt the Republicans to 

stay up all night, and probably it will 
not hurt the Democrats. But these page 
boys certainly should go home and go to 
bed, when there is nothing of any more 
urgepcy than this labor bill befo~ us. 
It is n~t ·going to die or expire, as I 
pointed out before; it can well wait. Yet 
Senators insist upon having us continue 
on and on and on, while our page boys 
sit in the front of the Chamber and their 
morals are corrupted by seeing adUlts 
stay up all night. 

Mr. President, I was reading the names 
of these clergymen and others who have 
issued this statement. 

Father Joseph Hammond, of Brooklyn. 
Rev. Edmund McNeill Poteat, of 

Rochester, N.Y. 
Bfshop Walter . Mitchell, o California. 
Catholic members of the committee point

ed out today that strong opposition to the 
Taft-Hartley bill has been voiced by such 
leaders as Archbishop Robert E. Lucey, of 
San Antonio, and Bishop Bernard J. Sheil, 
of Chicago, and many priests in local com
munities throughout the country. 

Mr. President, Bishop Sheil is a splen
did gentleman. . He has appeared before 
the Committee on Banking and Currency 
a number of times, and he is a true 
Christian. He loves the common people. 
He is out battling for them all the time. 
He is not one of these Christians who 
wants to pass a bad' labor bill so that 
he can starve somebody to death. 

The National Catholic Welfare Conference, 
1·epresenting America's Catholic bishops, in 
opposing the bill, has said it "will almost 
inevitably lead to industrial strife and un
rest." 

The formal statement of Protestant and 
Jewish leaders follows: 

"We appeal to you to veto the Taft-Hart
ley labor bill because it would violate human 
freedoms essential to the ethic of both de-
PlOcracy and religion." -

Mr. President, I am sorry that my good 
Christian friend the Senator from Ne
braska is not present to hear what other 
Christians think about this proposition. 

I continue to quote from these other 
Christians: 

Basically it substitutes government regi
mentation for sound collective bargaining 
and wise attention to the fundamental eco
nomic and psychological causes of industrial 
strife. It is a measure calculated to destroy 
the real strength of a free-labor movement 
·by undermining basic principles of collective 
bargaining, making the Government of the 
United States a ready instrument of employer 
resistance to legitimate needs of workers, and · 
subjecting unions to a process of decimation 
and frustration under government control. 

Where are our friends on the other side 
of the aisle, Mr. President? Where, may 
r-ask, are those friends of ours over there 
who have always fought so nobly and so 
valiantly against Government control? 
Where are they? Suddenly they want 
the Government to run labor relations, 
that is, run them for the employers. I 
guess they have seen what good luck the 
Government had in running the mines. 
There has not been any trouble at all. 

·Of course, that is quite a deal. The em
ployers have not been doing a thing but 
vacationing in Florida, while the Navy 
ran the mines 'for them and sent them 
the profits. Nobody could strike. It 
gives a lot of people a chance to see the 
flag. It is up over each one of the mines. 

We put up a flag_ tc show we ·took them 
over, and we send the profits to the boys 
who own the mines. 

My 'friends on the other side of the 
aisle seem to have forgotten their great 
antagonism to Government control now, 
as the President pointed out. They want 
the Government to jump ·in with both 
feet. Do they not realize that if the Gov
ernment takes over labor relations, 
pretty soon it will start moving in a little 
further. and the nrst thing we know 
there will . be a demand from the people 
that if the Government is going to make 
labor work, that the employer should be 
not a private employer, but t. publicly 
owned institution? 

That is what our friends are preparing. 
tt will be a great joke, an ironic joke; 
when that day comes to pass, and they 
find out they have scuttled our privltte 
enterprise system by passing legisla-
tion of this kind. · 

Mr. President, these churchmen pro-
ceed to say: · · .. · 

ThE!' closed shop and the union snop de
veloped historically as a defensive union 
measure against determined employer resist
ance to independent unions. Many indus
tries such as clothing have combined closed 
shops With some of the best and most con
structive industrial relations in America. 
But in addition, just as every town resident · 
must share the costs o{ community services 
by paying taxes, so every worker in the in-

. dustrial community bears an obligation to 
share the costs of collective bargaining 
through the agency. designated by a majority 
of the employees. Just as some towns have 
occasionally enforced tax collections under 
tyrannical administrations, so a few indus
tries have had closed shops under tyrannical 
and dishonest union controls. But the 
remedy lies, not in abolition of compulsory 
union dues or town taxes, but rather in the 
enlightened concern of free community and 
union members. This legislation would de-

• stroy. constructive industrial relations 
already achieved. 

We look to you for a vigorous veto message. 

Mr. President, I think that men of God 
who.have the courage to send a message 
like that to the President of the United 
States deserve to have their names put 
in the RECORD of the United States Sen
ate, and I intend to read them into the 
RECORD in order that everyone may see 
who these men are who are not afraid 
to get up and say to the Senator from 
Nebraska, and all the Senators who have 
voted for this bill, including the Senator 
from New York [Mr. IVEsJ, the Senator 

-from Utah [Mr. WATKINS], and the Sen
ator from California [Mr. KNOWLANDJ, 
that they are wrong in voting for the 
bill, and that it should ·not pass. 

So, Mr. President, I shoUld like to read 
the list of the names of the signers of 
the veto appeal. I am sure it will be most 
interesting to Senators, and so I shall 
proceed with the reading of this honor 
roll. 

I may say for the benefit of the Sen
ator from Florida that this is a list of 
clergymen, Catholic fathers; and rabbis, 
who have sent a very forceful message 
to the President of the United States 
urging that he veto the Taft-Hartley bill, 
pointing out the reasons for it. I have 
stated that I feel that these men deserve 
to have their names inscribed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for poster~ty to 
see; those who had the courage to stand 
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up here and fight for the rights of the 
common man and to ·do the Christian · 
thing, when special privilege is attempt
ing to strike down the unions of the coun
try and undermine the living standards 
of our workers, their families, and chil
dren. First on the list is a minister from 
Alabama, Mr. President. I call this to 
the attention of the junior Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], who is on the 
floor. I think that he voted for the bill, 
but he announced he would uphold the 
President's veto. I am very glad of that. 
As I pointed out, he was one of those 
who did not have strong convictions on 
the matter. I am sure there are many 
others who, if we can just hold this off 
a little while and give them time to con
sult their constituents will change their 
minds. I believe there will be a number 
o~ others, a sufficient number at least, 
who will change their minds, so ~hat the 
President's great and courageous veto 
will be upheld. 

I may say that the prayers of the 
clergymen were not unanswered. The 
President of the United States came 
forth with a veto message, a splendid 
message. I believe it is one of the finest, 
most logical, calm, cool, collected argu
ments and presentations to come from 
the White House since Mr. Truman has 
occupied it. I want to congratulate him 
on it. I think the outcome of the elec
tions in 1948 may very well be decided 
upon the veto message that is before us. 
The people of America did not vote for 
legislation of this kind; they do not 
want it; and as soon as they have a 
chance to get to the polls again, many of 
those who are behind this sort of thing 
are going to find out that the people do 
not want it. No, the farmers in my 
State do not want it. They want the 
workers to have good wages, good jobs, 
so that they can sell their products. The 
farmer is just as intelligent as the· men 
who occupy the seats on this floor. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. PEPPER. What I rose to ask the 

Senator, in regard to his comment 
about the agriculutral attitude, was 
this-if it is not an established and 
provable fact that there is a very direct 
relationship between industrial wages 
and agricultural prices in our national 
economy, and if that does not establish 
the fact that there is an identity of in
terest between the well-being of the 
workingman and the prosperity of the
farmer? Is it not, therefore, to the in
terest of the farmer that he support the 
workingman in getting a fair wage for 
his work so that he, the farmer, can get 
a fair price and an adequate market for 
the product of his farm, and if it is not 
a fact, therefore, that the farmers of the 
country, when they understand the issue 
involved in this legislation, will realize 
that their own interest is being attacked, 
their own prosperity destroyed, and the 
present high level of agricultural life in 
America impaired, if this legislation shall 
become the law of the land? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I want 
to thank the distinguished and able Sen
ator from Florida for that penetrating 
question. 

Mr. President, would the reporter 
please read the question so I can ponder 
it again? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair would suggest that the Senator 
from Idaho not press good nature too far. · 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am sorry; I could not 
hear sufficiently well what-the Chair said. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair suggests that the Senator from 
Florida repeat his question. I think we 
can get at it a little easier that way. 

Mr. TAYLOR. The Chair is asking the 
Senator from Florida to repeat his ques
tion? That is all right; the Chair has 
said so. If the Senator will repeat the 
sense of it, I may say he does not need 
to be so eloquent as he: was before. 

Mr. PEP~ER. Mr. President, what I 
was asking the Senator from Idaho was, 
since he comes from one of the great 
agricultural regions of the country--

Mr. TAYLOR. I thank the Senator for 
that compliment to the great State of 
Idaho. 

Mr. PEFFER. Whether or not it is a 
provable statistical fact that th~ indices 
of industrial wages and · agricultural 
prices in our country are very directly 
related; in other words, to boil it down 
to a point, whether it is not a fact that if 
we impair by this legislation the wages 
of the working people of the country, if 
we do not. to that degree impair the mar
ket and the prices that will be enjoyed by 
the agricultural producers of the coun
try; and therefore, is it not true that 
whatever is contrary to the interest of 
the industrial workers of the country is 
contrary to the interest of the agricul:
tural element of our Nation? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I thank 
the senior Senator from Florida. I agree 
with his statement, absolutely. We all 
know what happened in the 1920's. 

When the farmers' income fizzled out; 
it got lower and lower. Naturally, they 
could not buy the products of the facto
ries; and, while the farmers do not buy 
all the products of the factories, their 
ability to consume is considerable-it is 
enough to start this thing in reverse. It 
does not take much, Mr. President, to 
start this economy of ours in reverse. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question 
only. 

Mr. KILGORE. I realize that the 
Senator from Idaho is younger than the 
Senator from West Virginia. I wonder 
if the Senator from Idaho or the Sen
ator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] can re
call when the only time a workfngman's 
children ever saw oranges or tangerines 
was at Christmas, because at no other 
time of the year could the workingmen 
afford to buy such fruits for the tables 
of their homes? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Louisiana · [Mr. ELLENDER] 
does not believe that. He comes from a 
State where tangerines and many other 
kinds of fruit grow. I pointed out ear
lier in the evening that I could almost 
remember every orange I had up until 
the time I was 12 years old. 

Mr. President, I am going to read the · 
names of a group of men who, I feel, are 
Christians, real Christians as was my 

father, who was a sincere and devoted 
minister of the gospel. They are sin
cere and honest· in what they believe, or 
they would not issue a statement of this 
kind. By issuing a statement of this 
kind, Mr. President, these men are not 
going to secure better jobs in high-tone 
churches to which the Four Hundred go, 
where the NAM boys hang out. They 
are not going to secure jobs in such 
churches for signing their name to a 
stat"ement such as this. These men· are 
sincere, they are honest in their Chris
tianity, and I think they deserve to have 
their names read into the RECORD. 

There is Rev. A. R. Carlton, of Geneva, 
Ala. There is Rev. C. C. Garner, of 
Stockton; Dr. Howard I. Kerr, Hunts
ville; Rev. William H. Marmion, of Bir
mingham; Rev. John Bransford Nichols, 
of Prattville, Ala. Then there is Rev. 
Andrew S. Turnipond, of Montgomery; 
Rev. Cullen B. Wilson, Fairhope, Ala. 

Rabbi Nathan Barach, of Phoenix; 
Rev. Francis T. Brown, of Phoenix. 

From Arkansas we have the following 
names: Rev. S. F. Freeman, Jr., of Little 
Rock; Rev. John P. McConnell, of Fay
etteville; Rev. Glenn F. Sanford, of 
Conway. 

I hope the Senators will listen to the 
reading of these names if it is their idea 
that their constituents back h'ome are all 
excited in favor of the labor bill, and 
therefore they voted for it. I hope they 
will listen to the reading of these names 
because generally we would find most 
ministers quite closely in touch with the 
rank and file of the people and know how 
they feel. It is hard to believe that one 
would find such a long list of clergymen 
who would stand up completely against 
what was the sentiment of their people. 
I am glad there were this many clergy
men who were so brave as to sign the 
statement. It is reasonable to assume 
their sentiments are in accord with those 
of their parishioners. 

From California I read the following 
signers of this statement urging the 
President to veto this abysmal bill. Rev. 
Gross W. Alexander, of Redlands. 

Rabbi Elliot M. Burnstein, of San 
Francisco. San Francisco is where I 
worked in a defense plant just before I 
came to the United States Senate. I 
was a member of a union there, Mr. 
President. 

. Rabbi S. A. Dalgin, Los Angeles. 
Mr. President, we hear talk about 

crooks being in unions and running them 
into the ground and stealing the work
ers' money. If that happens it is the 
fault of the workers pure and simple. I 
was a member of the sheet-metal work-

, ers union in the plant where I worked 
in San Francisco, and still am a member 
of that union, but the union used to offer 
turkeys and different kind of prizes in 
an effort to get the workers to come to 
their own union meetings. I ·may say 
that years ago, shortly after I went into 
the show business, I joined the Actors' 
Equity Association. I was out West. 
We never saw a representative of the 
union. I never got anything out of it, 
but even at that early stage of my life 
I was sympathetic with the cause of the 
workingman. So I joined the Actors' 
Equity Association. My card had a 
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number lower than 1,000. Later, when 
I became a manager,•! allowed my c;:ard 
in· the Actors' Equity Associatien to 
lapse; but recently I addressed a group 
in New York City. The meeting was 
held in the Forty-second Street Theater; 
I believe. It was a meeting of an th~ 
actors' groups of America-the four A's, 
as they are called-representing the mu
sicians, the radiQ. artists, the vaudeville 
artists, the dramatic actors, and so 
forth. They held a big meeting in a 
theater to protest the bill which we are 
considering at this moment. 

I addressed the meeting. I told them 
about having been a member of their or
ganiza ion at one time. So they said they· 
would bring my card up to date; not only 
that, they would make it a life member
ship. 

I was reading the names. of certain 
California clergymen, rabbis, and Cath
olic fathers who signed this statement to 
the President. 

The next name on the list is that of 
RabbiS. A. Dalgin·, of Los Angeles; Rev. 
Alfred G. Fisk, San Francisco; Rev. Owen 
M. Geer, of Los Angeles. 

Mr. President, · should like .to ask the 
majority if they do not realize that they 
are granting those of us who advocate 
letting the pending question go over for 
a few days a great favor by their tactics. 
The only reason I mention it is that I 
dislike to keep. Senators on the floor of 
the Senate when they might just as well 
go home and go to bed and come back to
morrow to resume consideration of the 
question. No time will be gained ·by this 
procedure. The majority are in reality 
helping us, bec:;tuse I know from my years 
of experience in the show business tbat 
their actions make the situation much 
more dramatic. The effect will be much 
.better if we · are forced to talk straight 
through the night. The night will pass 
away, and the first announcement on the 
radio in the morning will be, ·"They are 
holding the bridge. They are talking, and 
saving the labor movement." 

The majority are playing right into 
our hands. Perhaps I should not tip 
them off. However, as I say, I sincerely 
.dislike to keep .Senators here. I am 
hopeful that by virtue of the delay so . 
gained the people back home will have 
an opportunity to familiarize themselves 
with the vicious provisions of the bill and 
will let their Senators know how they 
feel. It will .not be necessary to change 
many votes. If four or five Senators 
change their minds, the veto will be sus
tained, and it will go down in the history 
of America as one of the gladdest days 
in all the long and glad history of this 
glorious Republic. 

On this list is the name of Rev. Alfred 
G. Fisk, of San Francisco. Mr. Fisk does 
·not like this bill. He thinks it is rotten. 
He does not say so. That is, he does not 
use that word; but from what he has to 
say one can get the idea. 

The rtext name on the list is that of the 
Reverend Owen M. Geer, of Los Angeles. 
He is against the bill. He implored the 
President to veto it. I am sure that, if 
he were present, he could show the S~n
ator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY], who 
goes to church every Sunday,' that this. 
is not a Christian bill. 

The next name is that of Rev. John· 
M. Hestenes; of Fresno, Calif. That is in 
the heart of the Associated Farmers' 
country. If a labor organizer g_oes down 
there, they tar and feather ·him, shoot 
·him, or do away. with him. But this 
pastor has sufficient intestinal fortitude 
to ~ign his name to this statement. He 
is in the midst of a hotbed of antilabor 
agitation in Fresno, Calif. 

·Rabbi Harry Hyman, Huntington, 
Calif.; Rabbi Louis Kaufman, Sacra
mento; Rabbi Jacob Levine, Los Ange
les; Bishop Walter Mitchell, Rancho 
Santa Fe; Rev. Hu C. Noble, J,..os Angeles. 

Rev. Edward Ohrenstein, of Berkeley. 
That is where Henry Wallace had to 

speak from the- street, Mr. President. 
They would not grant him permission . to 
speak on the campus of the university. 
So he stood across the stJ;eet with loud 
speakers, and approximately 15,000 stu
dents stood over on the campus. In that 
way they got around the technicalities. 

Rev. Kirby Page, La Habra; Bishop 
Edward· L. Parson,s, San Francisco. 

San Francisco is a lovely city, Mr. 
President. Of course the President pro 
tempore would' know that; he has been 
to San Francisco to attend the United 
Nations Conference. He was there and 
has seen what a beautiful city it ,is. _ It 
looks like the City of Tomorrow which 
is shown in magazines such as Popular 
Mechanics and in one of the architec
tural magazines. The great bridges, the 
Golden Gate Bridge and the Bay Bridge, 
and many other things about San Fran
cisco, when one sees it in a panoramic 
view ffom up on top of the Twin Peaks, 
make it look like the City of Tomorrow. 
It is a historic city; and certainly more 
so since the United Nations Conference, 
at which our able President pro tempore 
had such an 1mportant part, for which 
w.e are all· very grateful, as we are grate
ful for the work which was done there. 

Rev. Edwin P. Ryland, of Los Angeles. 
He is agafnst this bill. 
Rev. Alfred S. Schroeder, of Oakland; 

Rev. Howard Thurman, San Francisco; 
Rev. George Warmer, San Diego; Rev. 
Hugh Vernon White, Berkeley; Rabbi 
Bert A. Woythaler, of Los Angeles. 

Mr. President, it is probably becoming 
a little tiresome for my good friends a~d 
colleagues for me to read these names, 
so I will leave them for a ·while. · How
ever., I intend to come back and finish 
this worthy undertaking some time be
tween now and tomorrow no·on. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I will yield for a ques
tion ·only. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Does the Senator have the names of 

those from South Carolina? 
Mr. TAYLOR. ·If the Senator will bear 

with me a while I will hunt for South 
Carolina. Here is North Carolina. I am 
getting close. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes; the Senator is getting close. 

Mr. TAYLOR. North Dakota, Okla
homa-well, I do not know. Surely if 
there are. some from North Carolina 
there must be . some from South Caro
lina. Yes; here is South Carolina. Here 

the. name of the Rev. Pierce E. Cook, of 
Dillon. Does the Senator know the Rev
erend Cook? Of course he does. I will 
bet he knows every preacher in South 
Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
know most of them, I believe. I have 
conducted 11 State-wide campaigns. 

Mr. TAYLOR. The Senator means, 
in the same State? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes. 

Mr. TAYLOR. . May I ask the Senator 
if he knows--

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The able Senator 
from Idaho responded to a question, but 
as I interpret the rule of the Senate he 
is not privileged to address a question 
to the Senator from South Carolina. 
· Mr. TAYLOR. I cannot ask anyone· 
any questions? I am thankful. 

The .. PRESIDENT: pro tempore. : The 
point of order is technically correct. 

Mr. TAYLOR. We will obey all the 
technicalities, even those suggested by 
the Senator from California. We will 
try to obey the rules completely, because · 
I do not want this to wind up. 

Here is the n·ame of the Reverend F. 
Clyde Helmo, of Columbia, S.C . . I can
not ask the Senator from South Carolina 
if he knows the Reverend F. Clyde Helmo, 
but I will wager that he does, Mr~ Presi:.. 
dent. 

[Manifestations of laughter and ap-
plause in the galleries.] _ 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If the 
Senator ·will suspend for a ~oment, the 
Chair would .like to state to the occupants 
of the galleries that manifestations of 
any kind are against the rules of the 
Senate. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Here is the name of 
Rabbi S. W. Rubenstein, of Charleston, 
S.C. 

I willl~ave that, Mr. President. I have 
something else which I should lik~ to call 
to the attention of. the Senate. Here is 
the speech delivered over the radio this 
evening by the President of the United 
States. Many of the Members of the 
Senate, I know, have been here all eve
ning. They are anxious to know what 
the President had to say. One of the 
reasons that I have held forth here is in 
order to give the people of America an 
opportunity to hear what the President 
had to say and an opportunity to act 
upon it. Obviously there is no object jn 
the President's delivering a veto message 
to. the Congress, and certainly there is no 
object in his delivering a radio address, 
unless he delivered it for the purpose of 
telling the American people why he 
vetoed this bill and to give them an op
portunity to digest the proposition, and, 
if they care to, to inform their Senators 
what they think about it. That is simply 
one-two-three logic, Mr. President. · 

The President had this to say: 
My fellow countrymen, at noon today I 

sent the Congress a message vetoing the Taft
Hartley labor bill. I vetoed this bill because 
I am convinced it is a bad blll. It is bad for 
labor, bad for management, ·bad- for the. 
country. 
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Mr. President, may I say that if the 

bill is bad for labor, bad for management, 
and bad for the country, whom is it good 
for? The Senator from Nebraska, I 
euess. 

Mr. Truman went on to say: 
I had hoped that the Congress would send 

me a labor bill I could sign. 

He does not say that he is against labor 
legislation. He does not say that legis
lation is not needed, Mr. President. He 
says he had hoped that the Congress 
would send him a bill that.he could sign. 
He goes on as follows: 

I have said before, and I say now, that we 
need legislation to correct abuses in the field 
of labor relations.' Last January I made 
specific recommendations to the Congreis as 
to the kind of labor legislation we sh.ould 
have immediately. I also urged that the 
Congress provide for a commission to. be 
made up of representatives of the Congress, 
the public, and labor and management, to 
study the entire field of labor-management 
relations and· to suggest what additional laws . 
we should have. I believe that my proposals 
were accepted by the great majority of · our 
people as fair and just. 

Mr. President, Harry Truman is abso
lutely correct. That was a fair pro-. 
posal-to set up a commission or board to 
study the problem, and to do so intelli
gently, not haphazardly, not Jn anger, 
not in a spirit of punitive retaliation or 
revenge. That was sound. I believe 
the people would · agree that that would 
be a good thing. 

Mr. President, the President of the 
United States further said in his radio 
address: 

If the Congress had accepted these recom
mendations, we would have today the basis 
for improved labor-management relations. I 
would have gladly signed a labor bill 1f it 
had taken us in·the right direction of stable, 
peaceful labor relations, even though it 
might not have been drawn up exactly as I 
wished. 

Mr. President, the President of the 
United States is very conciliatory. He 
would have liked to have a bill he could 
sign. But he cannot take this thing, and 
nobody with a level head is going to 
blame him. 

·I read further from his speech: 
. I would have signed the bill with some 

doubtful features if, taken as a whole, it had 
been a good bill. But the Taft-Hartley bill 
is a shocking pieee of legislation-

! read further from the President's 
address-
a shocking piece of legislation. It is un
fair to the working people of this country. 
It clearly abuses the right, which millions 
of our citizens now enjoy, to join together 
to bargain with their employers for fair 
wages and fair working conditions. Under 
no circumstances could I have signed this 
bill. 

Mr. President, the word "this" is un
derlined. Harry Truman is doing a good 
job on this matter. 

I read further: 
The restrictions that this bill places on 

our workers go far beyond what our people 
have been led to believe. 

That is cQrrect, Mr. President. . The 
American people have been utterly de
ceived in regard to this Hartley-Taft bill. 
There has been a great deal of propa-

ganda about the terribly harsh House bill 
and about the nice, soft Taft-Ives bill. 
From all that has been said about the 
nice, soft Taft-Ives bill, one would think 
it was only 16 years old. The propagan
dists certainly have done a good job. We 
find one commentator after another and 
one newspaper editor after another talk
ing about this dishwater bill. 0 Mr. 
President, they find fault with it,. of 
course. They say it is too mild-that 
it is a terribly mild bill. Of course, they 
knew what was in it, but they were simply 
trying to deceive pepple. 

Mr. President, I wonder whether the 
press will print any extensive resume of 
the President's message. The New York 
Times is about the. only newspaper that 
I know of that will print "it in its entirety.· 

In talking in this way, Mr. President, I 
do not want people to feel that I . am 
condemning all the press. Obviously, I 
am not. But I am speaking of a good, 
big share of the press. Certainly we have 
not seen ·much in the Washington news
papers against the Taft-Hartley bill; al
most all the comments in the Washing
ton newspapers have been on the other 
side. of the question. Mr. President, I 
am not in favor of that. It is not fair. 
The newspapers have an obligation as 
well as a privilege; they have an obliga
tion to tell people both sides of every 
case. 

Mr. President, in urging the press to 
clean house, let me point out that today 
we see what labor has brought on itself 
by not correcting little abuses. Just see 
what labor has brought on itself-the 
Taft-Hartley bill. The press can do the 
same thing, of course. 

I wish to say that I read the Wash
ington News; I subscribe to it, and I 
read it every day. But in the last sev
eral days I have seen several things in 
the Washington :News that make me feel 
afraid that I shall not subscribe to it 
much longer if such things continue. 
When Henry Wallace spoke, down at the 
Water Gat~. that occasion was described 
in an article in the Washington News, 
the next day. The heading of the 
article contained the word "Peace," and 
then the word "(cheers)," and the word 
"(cheers)" was in very large letters. 
Then it said, "Mother Russia (cheers)"
and the. word "(cheers)" was in very 
small letters, in an attempt to give the 
impression that Wallace had mentioned 
peace and had received a great cheer
which he did; that is true-and then 
had mentioned "MotherRussia," and did 
not get such big cheers. I simply wish 
to say that Henry Wallace never men
tioned "Mother Russia." He spoke of 
Russia at different times, in an entirely 
objective and critical manner, but he 
certainly never used the term "Mother 
Russia,'' or any other term of endear
ment or unquestioning approval, as was 
implied in the article in the Washington 
News. I resent the appearance of such 
misleading headlines in the newspapers. 

Mr. President, that is bad. It is bad 
for the American people that they can
not get the truth, just the unvarnished 
truth. It is all right tc have a little sen
sationalism once in a while, but let us not 
distort in serious matters. l~ may be all 
right if a fellow gets run .over by a car to 
blow it up a little bit and cive the folk:? a 

thrill, or to sensationalize a murder a lit
tle, but in the news-that a:iiects the coun
try and the people and the world, let us 
be factual. 

Some of these papers will go out of 
their way to build up a Red scare. The 
Lord knows the Red situation is bad 
enough, it is serious enough, without be
ing blown up all out of proportion. 

I do not think we are in any great dan
ger from communism as such in this 
country, unless the Republicans stay in 
power another term or two, and I do not 
think the people are going to. let that 
happen. 

Mr. President, this business of accus
ing people of being Communists erely 
because, for instance, they may asso
ciate with CLAUDE PEPPER or GLEN TAY
LOR is a serious matter. Mr. President, 
would you believe it would lay you open 
to the charge of being a Communist if 
you associated with the junior Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER]? I Will tell 
why that comes about. 

Where I worked in the defense plant 
out in San Francisco I was a sheet-metal 
worker. I had a welder working with 
me. I had to lay out a job and cut it 
out and get it in place, and the welder 
welded it together. He was a pretty 
nice fellow. I will not tell his name 
here, because the Rankin committee or 
the Dies committee would get it, and I 
do not want them to do that, because 
he was a nice, quiet fellow. He had a 
little home up in the country and went 
home on week ends.. 

The only thing about this man-and I 
did not know it to begin with-was that 
he was a little "reddish." But he was 
a nice fellow. We argued. He cussed 
Roosevelt, and I would say, "Now, listen. 
Roosevelt came in there and took over 
the Presidency of this country when we 
were in dire, desperate shape. We 
were ready to collapse, and Roosevelt 
came in and saved us." 

"Oh, Roosevelt never did a good thing 
in all his life. He is one of the worst, if 
not the worst, President we ever had. I 
hate his guts." 

He would say that word. We would 
talk very plain in the defense plant, use 
a lot of words I cannot use here. That 
is the way this man talked, and I talked 
back to him. I would point out, "Roose
velt fed the hungry. What's eating you, 
Denny?" 

He would argue with me, "Oh, he never 
fed them. He gave them a little relief 
and one thing and another." I argued 
back, and it went on for 6 weeks, I guess. 

Finally, one day we were arguing, and 
he stopped-he always chewed tobacco
he stoppec! and spit out some of his to
bacco and looked at me and kind of 
grinned and said, "You know, I admire 
you for your humanitarian impulses, for 
sticking up for Roosevelt. You sincerely 
think he did a good job, the best thing 
for this country, that he saved the cap
italistic system, that he presumably 
saved democracy. Very possibly .he did. 
If he had not come in, we might have had 
a revolution." He said, "You feel that is 
the best thing for this country." He said, 
"To tell you the truth, I am a Com
munist." 

He used to argue with me. He would 
say, ''I don't want Roosevelt to be 
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elected.'' I forgot that part of my story. 
He would say, "I don~t want Roosevelt to 
be elected." That was in 1944. He woUld 
say, "I want BRICKER to be elected. I 
want BRICKER .to be nominated. BRICKER 
is the man I am for," and he would go 
around talking to everybody, saying that 
he was for BRICKER. [Laughter.] If he 
could not have BRICKER, his second choice 
was TAFT. [Laughter.] He would take 
TAFT, but he would rather have BRICKER. 

Finally, when he broke down and con
fessed to me that he was a Communist, -
he said, "GLEN, do you know why I have 
been arguing for BRICKER?- If Roosevelt 
had not come in we would have had a 
revolution and had this thing over with 
long before now, but Roosevelt headed off 
the revolution, and that is why I don't 
like him. And I am for BRICKER because 
if we can elect BRICKER we will have a 
revolution in short order." [Laughter.] 

So, Mr. President, it can be argued 
that anyone who supports the Senator 
from Ohio is a suspect. He can very 
well be a Communist, a Communist of the 
most violent type: He might want to see 
us go to revolution. . 

There are some Communists who sup
port Democrats because they want to 
move generally in the direction of the 
better deal for the workingman. They 
are the milder ones. But the real revo
lutionary Communist will be found sup
porting TAFT and BRICKER, RANKIN and 
THOMAS, 

Let us have an end of this Red baiting 
business. It is going to be difficult 
enough to keep peace in tlie world if 
everybody watches everything he says 
and tries to keep the 'ship on a level keel. 

Mr. President, if, when history is writ
ten, providing anybody survives the 
atomic bombs, the disease germs, and 
other new secret weapons, I am afraid 
it will say that the press of the United 
States was the biggest, blackest villain 
the world ever saw, that it kept up until 
finally it brought the crisis to_ a head. 
I wish they would, for the welfare of the 
country and for their own welfare: Mr. 
President, and the welfare of the world. 
I enjoy the newspapers. I am in a way 
like Will Ro&"ers, in that about all I know 
is what I read in the newspapers. I like 
to read newspapers. Some people criti
cise ine for reading newspapers so much; 
they say I ought not to read the news
papers carefully, but should merely 
glance at· the headlines to see whether 
Red murdered the Black Dahlia, or not, 
and let it go at that, and then sit down 
and read a good book. But I like news
papers. They· do not have to reform 
greatly, but I wish they would just get 
over their sensationalism when it comes 
to serious matters affecting the welfare 
of the world. We all enjoy sensational
ism, for that matter, when it is about 
frivolous matters, something that is not 
going to affect the future course of the 
world, or something like that. 

Mr. President, I want to continue read
ing the President's message. Mr. Tru
man had this to say: 

The restrictions that this bill places on 
our workers go far beyond what our people 
have been led to believe. This is no inno
cent bill. 

That is right, Mr. President. It is a 
diabolical bill, diabolical in the extreme. 

There is nothing innocent about this b111, 
and the people that got it up and pushed 
it through are not innocent, either. I 
pointed out the Communists are support
ing some of them. 

It is interesting to note that on June 4 
Congressman HARTLEY, on the floor of 
the House of Representatives, made the 
following statement: 

You are going to find there is more in this · 
bill than. may meet the eye. 

That was a clever statement, all right. 
I read that into the RECORD before, Mr. 
President. The text here goes on to say: 

That· is a revealing description of this bill 
by one of its author~. · 

Yes, Mr. President, the truth will come 
out about this thing if we can just hold 
out long enough. I hope certain other 
Senators who .really believe in democracy 
and believe in the people. having an op
portunity to know what is going on. be
fore a deal is consummated-I want some 
of them to get. the material together and 
ready to speak after a while-tomorrow, 
sometime. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am happy to yield 
to the very ·able Senator from West Vir
ginia for a question. 

Mr. KILGORE. Does the Senator 
know that the Prentiss-:-Hall organiza
tion, which publishes·very valuable anal
yses of industrial relations practices for 
a group of readers largely composed of 
corporations' personnel directors, has 
had this to say very recently in one of its 
publications: 

If it-

Meaning this bill-
becomes law, labor-management relations 
aren't going to be any simpler. If anything, 
they will become more complex. 

Mr. TAYLOR. That is very interest
ing. It is very interesting to find out 
that this organization which services em
ployers has that to say about this very 
bad bill. 

Mr. KILGORE. And does the Senator 
also know that the executives' labor let
ter printed for businessmen readers, 
warns that the Taft-Hartley bill prom
ises a greater .industrial strife, a tre
mendous increase in time-consuming 
lawsuits, and the rapid growth of Gov
ernment control over relations between 
management and labor? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, that is 
very revealing. That is the reason I am 
doing what I am doing here on the floor, 
because management-labor relations or
ganizations are just beginning to find out 
that the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] 
has rubbed Aladdin's lamp here, and the 
genii is loose, and just what he can do 
to them-and when they do become fully 
aware of it, they are going to call off 
their dogs. I am confident that the bill 
will be repudiated, that the Presidenes 
veto will be sustained, and that America 
will go on to a new and greate~· day. 
Doubtless we shall have labor disputes, 
but doubtless they will be settled and 
doubtless we shall go on to greater and 
greater prosperity, if we can just elect 
the Democrats in 1948. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the s~nator yield for another quostion? 

Mr. TAYLOR. A question? I am 
happy to yield for a question~ 

Mr. KILGORE. Is the Senator aware 
that under the Taft-Hartley bill the 
Labor Relations Board is denied the 
right to select its chief counsel or its at
torney, which will lead to endless strife 
between the Board and its counsel, and 
to endless disputes; not conducive, may 

_I say, to peaceful labor settlements? 
Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, I was aware of 

that provision of the bill. It is ridicu
lous. ·As the President pointed out in 
his message to the Congress today, it is 
absolutely silly to separate them that 
way; but, in fact, .this whole bill is not 
only vicious, it is stupid; it just is the 
acme of bad bills, from every point of 
view; whether it is intelligent drafts
manship, whether it is the ability to ac
complish the purposes it sets out to 

·accomplish, or whether · it is in the fact 
it divides up agencies, and here, when we 
are talking about economy, centralizing, 
getting everything under one head, this 
bill just starts chopping everything all 
to pieces. 

As the Senator pointed out, it would 
have the Government in labor relations 
far deeper than it is now, and it would 
cost the people millions u~n millions 
of dollars for holding useless representa
tion elections and one thing and an
other. All we shall ever get out of it is 
more and more strife. In fact, I should 
not be surprised if that welder with 
whom I worked in San Francisco were 
not· in favor of this bill, for the same 
reason that he supported the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER] because it is 
the quickest way to bring about com- · 
munism. Yes, he is probably supporting 
it right now; I should not be surprised. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. i yield for a question. 
Mr. KILGORE . . I wonder if the Sen

ator has ever looked at the Rube Gold
berg cartoons, which bring out certain 
very miraculous results, in connection 
with things that will not work out physi
cally, but which always have inherent in 
them a certain amount of naturally hu
man aspects, which human aspects alone 
make them workable? I sometimes 
think of the bill as a Rube Goldberg 
cartoon. I wonder if the Senator fr.om 
Idaho thinks of the same thing. 

Mr. TAYLOR. It is certainly a very 
apt comparison. Now that the Senator 
has mentioned it, I have not seen a Rube 
Goldberg cartoon for a long time. I al
ways did enjoy them. Perhaps Rube 
Goldberg received· a patent on a con
trivance based on one of his own cartoons 
and quit drawing cartoons. I do not 
know. I have not seen one for a long 
time. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield to the able and 
distinguished Senator and question
asker froi:n Florida. 

Mr. PEPPPER. Mr. President, I was 
impressed by the emphasis the Senator 
from Idaho gave to the President's mes
sage as a ·body of new information to the 
American people. First, I wanted to ask 
the Senator if he did not feel that the 
President's message to the Congress to
day and his radio address to the country 
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tonight has given the people of the 
country an entirely new understanding 
of the real nature and purpose and ef
fect of the so-called labor legislation that 
has been pending before the Congress? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Most certainly. I can 
say that the veto message which the 
President sent to the Congress was most 
enlightening because of its clarity, and 
the simple, direct way in which it ex-. 
plained the proposal. Frankly, I myself 
understood the bill better after reading 
the President's message than ·I ever had 
understood it before. I gave consider
able study to the bill. It is not every
one who can explain a matter so simply 
that it can readily be understood. 

As for the radio message delivered 
by the President tonight, of course, we 
have not finished that yet. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further for a question? · 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes; I yield for a ques-
tio~ · 

Mr. PEPPER. Does not the Senator 
think that the people of the country .will 
be even more impressed by the Presi
dent's-veto message when they read that 
the President said in his radio .address 
that the measure is unfair to labor !.nd 
contrary to the public interest, and when 
the people recall that the President him
self has made recommendations respect
ing labor legislation to the Congress, and 
therefore has exhibited by his own record 
that he is not a partisan of labor trying 
to protect labor from just legislation? 
Will not the country, in view of the Presi
dent's record, be all the more impressed 
when the President says that this legis
lation is unfair to labor and contrary to 
the public interest? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I should like to say to 
the Senator from Florida that President 
Truman's greatest asset, I might say, is 
the fact that he does impress people as 
being sincere, honest, and forthright. 
This is going to carry great weight with 
the people of America, because they feel 
they can have confidence in something 
the President tells them. After we 
talk here until Monday or Tuesday or 
Wednesday, it will take effect, I believe. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am glad to yield for 
a question. 

Mr. PEPPER. Is it not some corrobo
ration of the President's statement that 
this legislation, if enacted, would cause 
more litigation and more strife, when we 
hear the President give his version of the 
bill, when we hear the Senator from 
Ohio, the chairman · of the committee, 
deny positively that what the President 
says is true about the bill, and when we 
hear Chairman Hartley, of the House 
committee, the father of the bill in the 
House, say there was more in the bill 
than meets the eye? 

Mr. TAYLOR. That, Mr. President, 
was a very truthful statement. We ·wm 
have to give Mr. Hartley credit for say
ing that there is more in the bill than 
meets the eye. But I think the Ameri
can people are going to be greatly im
pressed when Harry Truman tells them 
what is in the bill, and they are not going 
to like what is in the bill. They are not 
only going to be opposed to it, they are 

going to be angry to think that certain 
Senators and Representatives and the 
press have ganged up on them deliber
ately to deceive them. They are going 
to demand that some people take action 
to see that the threatened catastrophe 
is not brought upon America for no good 
reason other than to satisfy the hate of 
a small minority in this country, the As
sociation of Manufacturers and their co
horts and camp followers. No, the 
people are not going to like it at all. 

Mr. Pr,esident, we will now go back to 
the President's message. The. President 
goes back to the phrase "there is ·more 
to it than meets the eye." He says: 

There is so much more in it than the 
people have been led to believe that I am 
sure that very few understand what the Taft
Hartley bill would do if it should become 
law. 

Mr. President, there is a ringing in
dictment by the President of the United 
States of the spawners of this filthy and 
vile piece of legislation. Harry Truman 
goes on to say: 

That is why I am speaking to you to
night. I want you to know the real mean
ing of this bill. 

Mr. President, I digress to say, ·what a 
mockery it would have beerl had we ac
ceded to the wishes of the Republican 
majority this afternoon and perm:tted 
the bill to have been voted upon at 5 
o'clock, when the President did not go on 
the radio until 10 o'clock. This would 
have been some speech, would it not, Mr. 
President, delivered at 10 o'clock, had we 
voted on the bill at 5 o'clock, and the 
matter had been all settled? Of course, 
the President had no idea that we would 
attempt to be so nefarious respecting the 
bill as to run the thing through in thr.t 
way. He expected us to take a reason
able length of time, to give him time to 
talk to the people, and give the people 
time to digest what he had to tell them, 
and to communicate back to their Sen
ators. So help me, Mr. President, that is 
what is going to happen. Peop1 ~ are go
ing to have time to go over the· message 
and find out what it zays, and find out 
the jokers that are in the bill, and they 
are going to have time to communicate 
back to their Senators hefore the bill 
comes to a vote, in spite of everything the 
Senator from Nebraska, the majority 
whip can do. He can sit it1 his seat from 
now until doomsday, and he will not suc
ceed in having this matter come to a 
vote before we think the people have had 
an opportunity to make up their minds 
upon it. That will t:;>,ke just a few days. 
I cannot understand why he begrudges 
it. 

The President goes on to say: 
We have all been told by its proponents 

that this is a moderate bill. We have been 
told that the bill was harsh and drastic when 
it was first passed by the House of Repre
sentatives, but that the Senate had per
suaded the House to drop out all harsh pro
visions, and that the final bill, the bill sent 
to me, was mild and moderate. 

Who misled the people in this matter, 
Mr"President? It was a job of conniv
ing, of course. Certain people made the 
statement, and it was given prominent 
display in the press. The truth was 

never told. to .the people that this was a 
bad, vicious, harsh bill. The newspapers 
had people working for them who had 
enough sense to figure out what the bill 
meant. The newspapers did not have 
them do it. They just played up state
ments made by certain interested per
sons that this was a mild, jellyfish bill. 

The President says: 
But I found no truth in the claims that 

the bill sent to me was mild or moderate. 
I found that the basic purpose and much 
of the language of the original House of 
Representatives bill were still in the final 
bill. In fact,- the final bill follows the pro
visions of the original House bill in at least 
35 5eparate. places. 

I continue to quote from President 
Truman: 

We have all been told that the Taft-Hartley 
bill is favorable to the wage earners of this 
country. It has been claimed that workers 
need to be saved from their own folly, and 
that this bill would provide the means of 
salvation. Some people have called this bill 
the workers• bill of ri~hts. 

Mr. President, what a mockery. I can
not help but remember sitting here the 
other day and listening to the junior Sen
ator from New York [Mr. IvEsl expound 
at length about what a good friend of 
labor he was. There were some bad 
things in the bill, to be sure, he told us, 
but there were also some good things in 
it, too, so he was going to vote for it. 

Mr. President, labor had better watch 
out and be sure who its friends are, and 
not merely take the word of someone on 
the floor of the Senate. The other day 
I noticed a group of working people in 
the gallery. Their Senator was speak
ing. He was dead against them. He 
was voting for the bill. He was telling 
them that there were some bad things in 
it, but they had been changed, and he 
was going to vote for it. About every 
third line he would say, "I am for 
labor." Then he would look up into the 
gallery and see these working people. 
They would nod and smile at each other, 
and say, "Yes, he is for labor." He 
would say, "I am going to vote for the 
bill," and then he would again look up 
at the gallery and assure the occupants 
of the gallery that he was for labor. 
They would look at each other and smile 
very happily and say, "Yes, he is for 
labor. He says so." 

The working people had better look 
at the voting record of Senators. Under 
the terms of the bill it would be against 
the law to ·publish ·the voting record of 
Senators if the bill should become law; 
but the working people can find out in 
some way. They can learn by word of 
mouth, or bootleg the information. In
stead of looking at what a·Senator says, 
they had better look at what he did. 

The President continues: · 
Let us see what this bill really would do to 

our workingmen. 

This should be interesting, Harry 
·Truman tells the facts as he sees them. 
He does not exaggerate. He does not try 
to "kid" anyone. It will be interesting 
to see what Harry has to say about this 
''workers' bill of rights.'' This is what 
-he s-ays: 

The bill is deliberately desigr.~d to weaken 
labor unions. 
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That is pretty strong language. Who

ever drafted the bill knew what he was 
doing, and its sponsors have been trying 
to "kid" the people ever since. 

When the . sponsm;s of the bill claim that 
by weakening unions they are giving rights 
back to individual workingmen, they ignore 
the, basic reason why men can bargain with 
their employers on a basis of equality. Be
cause of unions, the living standards of our 
working people have increased steadily until 
they are today the highest in the world. 

I said the very same thing on the :floor · 
of the Senate the other day, Mr. Presi
dent. I do not claim any credit for it. 
There is nothing original about it. It 
has been preached for years, and it is 
very sound doctrine. Unions are prob
ably more responsible than any other 
segment of our population for our high 
standard of living in this country, be
cause unions have continually agitated 
for better working conditions and higher 
wages. When they do that-and labor is 
no longer cheap-someone must invent 
better machines so that less labor is re
quired. That produces more goods with 
less labor. so that labor can produce m~re 
goods on other machines. And when it 
wants more wages, another machine is 
invented. The process continues to 
spread, and redounds to the benefit of 
everyone. So there are more goods for 
everyone, and higher wages for the work
ers. The farmers can sell more prod
ucts, and everyone is prosperous. Every
thing hinges on the workingman, and his 
welfare hinges on the labor unions. Here 
we have the Republican majoritY' trying 
to strike down labor unions, the very 
foundation and backbone of our free
enterprise economy and our democratic 
way of life. · 

The President of the United States 
continues: 

Unions exist so that laborii,lg men can 
bargain with their employers on a basis of 
equality. Because of unions the ' living 
standards of our working people have in-. 
creased steadily until they· are today the 
highest in the world. A bill which would 
weaken unions would undermine our na
tional policy of collective. bargaining. The 
Taft-Hartley bill would do just that. It 
would take us back in the direction of the 
old evils of individual bargaining. It would 
take bargaining power away from workers 
and give more ~ower to management. 

There it is, Mr. President. It would . 
take bargaining power away from work
ers and give more power to management. 
Those who will presumably benefit from 
the bill will not really benefit, because it 
will result in chaos, and everyone will 
suffer. But the profits of the big fellows . 
whom it is sought to help are swollen out 
of all reason, at the expense of the 
people. Actual take-home pay is · off 
$5,000,000,000. 

· The President continues: 
This bill would weaken unions, would un

dermine our national policy of collective bar
gaining. This bill would even take away from 
our workingmen some bargaining rights 
which they enjoyed before• the Wagner Act 
was passed 12 years ago. 

We are going back more than ·12 years, 
back to Herbert Hoover; As I showed 
earlier in the evening, Republicans are 
going to call in Herbert Hoover to . tell 

them how not to have a depression. God 
help us! 

Harry Truman continues: 
If we weaken our system of collective bar

gaining we weaken the position of every 
workingman in the country. 

That is true, of course. 
This bill would again expose workers to 

the abuses of labor injunctions. 
It would make unions liable for damage 

suits for actions which have long been con
sidered lawful. This bill would treat all 
unions alike. ·Unions which have fine rec-

. ords, with ·long years of peaceful relations 
with management, would be hurt by this 
bill just as much as the few troublemakers. 

The country needs legislation which will 
get rid of abuses. We do not need aJ?.d we 
do not· want legislation which will take fun
damental rights away from our· working peo
ple. We have been told that the Taft-Hart
ley bill is a means by which the country can 
be protected from Nation-wide strikes in 
vital industries. The terms of the bill do 
not support this claim. 

In other words, Mr. President, they 
told us this bill would protect us from 
strikes, and it will not even do that. 

The President goes on to say: 
Many people are. under the impression that 

this bill would prevent or settle a strike in 
the coal industry. 

This bill would not settle anything. 
All it would do would be to "cook the 
goose" ()f America. 

I sincerely trust that the coal operators 
and the miners will soon come to an agree
ment on· the terms of a contract and that 
there will be no interruption of coal mining. 
But if the miners and the operators do not 
reach an agreement, .and if -this bill, under 
the complicated procedures of the bill would 
be the postponement of a strike from July 
until October 1. 

Urider this bill a work stoppage in the 
coal mines might be prevented for 80 days, 
and then if agreement had not been reached 
the miners would be free to strike, and it 
would be mandatory for the President to 
refer the whole matter to the Congress. 

Postponing a strike in the coal industry 
until the approach of winter, when our need 
for coal is acute, is certainly not the way to 
protect the Nation against the dangers of a 
shortage of coal. 

That is what I said the other day 
about the rent control bill-that it was 
not any bill at all. It will just postpone 
the inevitable; and even · a lot of tha_.t 
would overtake us before the middle of 
next winter, leaving the landlords free 
to kick the tenants out into the street. 
I said the best thing to do would be to 
just be honest and get rid of them and 
let tnem stay out this summer. That is 
the way the President feels about the 
coal business. There is no use to post
pone it until fall and then fight it out 
when everyone is freezing to death. 

Mr. Truman says further: 
We have been told by the supporters of 

the Taft-Hartley bill that it would reduce 
industrial strife. On the contrary I am con
vinced · that it would increase industrial 
strife. The bill would soon upset security 
clauses in thousands of existing agreements 
between labor · and management. These 
agreements were mutually arrived at and 
furnish a satisfactory .basis for relations 
between worker and employer. They pro
vide stability in Industry. With the present 
type of agreements outlawed by this bill the 
parties would have to. find a new basis for 

agreement. The restrictions in this bill 
would make the process of reaching new 
agreements a· long and' bitter one.-

I wonder, Mr. President, if that is what 
the proponents of this bill want. I won
der if they want to provoke violence in 
the United States. I wonder if they have 
assurances of support from the military 
so that they can just take over and end 
it ·all in a Fascist dictatorship, like the 
Communist friend of mine about whom I 
was talking a while ago. He wanted to 
end it by electing the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. BRICKER] and having- a depression 
and revolution and getting it over and 
having communism right away. 

I wonder if there are not those on the 
extreme right, who have designs upon 
our fundamental liberties and privileges 
here in America. 

That is what happened in Germany. 
Hitler kept hollering, "Look out for the 
Communists" and all of a sudden the 
people woke up one day and the Nazis had 
taken them over. Maybe we had better 
watch out in America. · 

The Pr~sident goes on to ·say: 
The bill would increase industrial strife be

cause a number of its provisions deprive 
workers of legal protection of fundamental 
rights. They would then have no means of 
protecting these rights except by striking. 
The bill would open up opportunities for end
less law suits . by employers against unions, 
and by unions against employers. For exam
ple, it would make employers vulnerable to an 
immense number of law suits, since griev
ances, however minor, could be taken into 
court by dissatisfied workers. Insofar as 
employers are concerned, I predict that if this 
bill should become law, they would regr.et the 
day that it was conceived. It is loaded with 
provisions that would plague and hamper 
management. It is filled with hidden legal 
traps that would take labor relations out of 
the plant where they belong and place them 
in the courts. 

He says the bill is full of hidden legal 
trapsf Mr. President. It reminds me that 
the other day i said of the rent-control 
bill it was a booby trap, which it is. It 
will blow up on you just when you think 
you have your rent stabilized. The land
lord will come and nail up the door be
tween the rooms and then subdivide it 
and raise the rent, and the tenant is out 
from under rent control. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, . will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from the great 
f:?tate of Florida, that great citrus-raising 
State--

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DoN
NELL in the chair). Does the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes; I am yielding. It 
takes a little time. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, is it not 
the opinion of the able 'Senator from 
Idaho that what the President has said 
about this bill opening the employer to 
multitudinous lawsuits lies in the fact 
that if a labor union sued the employer 
for a technical breach of a contract the 
employer would be kept in the courts all 
the time because of the many little viola
tions which· normally occur in the course 
of the ·operations of an enterprise, and 
if the same principle would not subject 
the labor unions to constant litigation 
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and harassment if the employer wished 
to take advantage of this provision, be
cause of the fact that there will be some
one in the employee group who from 
time to time could be charged with some 
technical violation of the agreement? In 
other words, as a practical matter is it 
not an inducement to take the settle
ment of industrial disputes out of the 
hands of arbitrators and away from the 
machinery provided for in the-collective
bargaining agreement, and to encourage 
the settlement of all these day-by-day 
industrial disputes by the tedious and 
expensive machinery of the Federal 
courts of the country? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I thank 
the able and distinguished and eloquent 
Senator from Florida for his question 
and the mimy parts of it. 

When ·he says this bill will provide the 
lawyers with a field day, he is eminently 
correct. Most certainly if this bill be
comes law, it will mean a great deal of 
employment for lawyers. Perhaps they 
will be able to take up the slack of the 
unemployment that will be caused by the 
strife the bill will engender.· Perhaps 
we shall get enough lawyers to work 
thrashing out these things to make up 
for the unemployment that will occur 
among other groups of our people. In 
fact, I would say to the Senator from 
Florida that it seems that the principal 
business of this Republican-contr.olled 
Congress is to make business for law
yers. Certainly the rent-control bill 
which was passed the other day will 
make a great deal of business for law
yers. Many -people will be kicked out 
of their houses, and they will hire law
yers to try to keep a roof over their heads. 
Of course, it will not do them any good 
to hire lawyers in that case, but they will 
hire them just the same. 

The same may be said in regard to the 
Bulwinkle bill, which was passed by Con
gress the other day. Of course, the Sen
ator from Kansas [Mr. REED] wants his 
name attached to it; he wants part of 
the credit for it. But I think the day 
will come when the Senator from Kan
sas will be no more proud of that bill 
than the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WHERRY] is of the fact that he helped 
kill the OPA. He never mentions that 
any more. · 

A number of decisions will have to be 
made on the Bulwinkle bill, too. They 
will be top-flight decisions. They will 
not result in bleeding the little people, 
as the rent-control bill will do; and they 
will not result in bleeding the unions, as 
the labor bill will do. But obviously the 
result will be to help employ lawyers. 
As a matter of fact, I think I shall have 
to do something to take care of the ac
tors, in view of all we are doing to take 
care of the lawyers. 

Mr. PEPPER. . Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Idaho yield to the 
Senator from Florida? · 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am happy to yield 
for .a question only, 

Mr. PEPPER. Is it not a fact, in the 
opinion of the Senator from Idaho, that 
the situation in which the labor unions 
find themselves is different from that of 

the corporations by which the members 
of the labor unions are generally em
ployed-that is to say, that the corpora
tions can bring many lawsuits against 
the unions and can tie up the unions' 
funds and can tie up their books and 
can keep their officials constantly in 
court and can keep them harassed with 
various legal technicalities in such a 
way that the corporations cari not only 
impair the functioning of the labor 
unions as the defenders of the interests 
of the laboring people, but can in sub
stance prevent the labor unions from 
striking, because the corporations will 
be able to destroy the unions' reserve 
funds, so that if the .workers do strike, 
the ttnions will not have any funds with 
which to carry on the strike and tide 
over the workers until the conclusion of 
the strike; in other words, is it not a 
fact that the power that is conferred by 
this bill upon the big employers of the 
country to keep the labor unions con
stantly harassed and subject to litiga
tion, for all practical purposes will pre
vent the unions froin effectively repre
senting the workers and will prevent the 
workers from withholding their labor 
from an employer, because the unions 
will not be able to aid the workers to 
keep their families alive while they are 
trying to carry on a strike? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Certainly; I wish to say 
to the great Senator from Florida that 
if this bill becomes law, labor unions will 
be bankrupt as a result of being kept in 
court. it will be as simple as falling off a 
log; it will be posiible to take the unions 
into court on any pretext, and just string~ 
out the process; and the corporations will 
be able to stand it, in view of the profits 
they are making, They will be able to 
stand the expense, and will be able to 
keep that process going long enough to 
break the unions. Then it will not be 
long until they have the unions back 
where they want them. 

Mr. President, we will . continue with 
the President's speech. He said: 

Insofar as employers are concerned, I pre
dict that if this bill should become law they 
would regret the day that it was conceived. 
It is loaded with provisions that would plague 
and hamper reanagement. It is filled with 
hidden legal traps that would take labor 
relations out qf the plant, where they be
long, and place them in the courts. 

Mr. President, after the last election I 
thought, when I got back to Washing
ton, "Well, it is not so bad that we Dem
ocrats lost. Look at all the young fel
lows the Republicans have sent here. 
Any young fellow like that cannot help 
having a little liberalism about him. 
This is going to be pretty good." But I 
am sorry to say that it has not turned 
out that way. It seems to me that age 
has nothing to do with a man's liberal
ism or his reaction, because certainly 
never in the history of this country, to 
my memory at least, have the Congress 
and the country been plagued by legis
lation of such a reactionary character, 
as is being conjured up by those now in 
control of the Congress. It seems that 
liberalism and reaction know no age 
limit. So I will not be fooled any more, 
when I see a young fellow, into thinking 
he has a soft place in his hea1t for the 

common people. Mr. President, Presi
dent Truman proceeded to say: 

Another defect is tha~ in trying to correct 
labor abuses the Taft-Hartley bill goes so far 
that it would threaten fundamental demo
cratic freedoms. One provision undertalces 
to prevent political contributions and ex
penditures by labor organizations and cor
porations. This provision would forbid a 
union newspaper from commenting on can
didates in national elections. -

I might say, Mr. President, that is ex
actly what they want. They no not want 
them to comment, because there are go
ing to be some pretty uncomplimentary 
things said about the sponsors of this 
terrible legislation if they can get an 
opportunity to say it. 

It might well prevent an incorporated radio 
network from spending any money in con
nection with the national convention of a 
political party. It might even prevent the 
League of Women Voters-which is incorpo
rated-using its funds to inform its members 
about the record of a polltical candidate. 

Mr. President, the more we study this 
matter, the deeper we go into it, the 
more fantastic it seems, that grown men 
could possibly have hatched up this 
thing and foisted it upon the American 
people. Of course, they have not done it 
yet. There are a few of us standing be
tween this point and the consummation 
of this ill-conceived match. The Presi
dent continued: 

I regard this provision of the Taft-Hart!ey 
bill as a dangerous challenge to free speech 
and our free press. 

One of the basic errors of this bill is that 
it ignores the fact that over the years we 
have been making real progress in labor
management relations. We have been achiev
ing slow but steady improvement in coopera
tion between employers and workers. 

We must always remember that under our 
free economic system management and labor 
are associates. 

I guess 'the framers of this bill, the 
architects of this great industrial-rela
tions endeavor, never thought that man• 
agement and labor were associates, that 
they did not run to a judge every time 
they had a dispute. 

I am not a lawyer, but suppose we 
wrote a law aimed at preventing a man 
and wife from sitting down and talking 
over , their differences, their disagree
ments, and having to go to court every 
time they got into a sclap. We would 
have more divorces; marriages would not 
last long enough to say "Jack Robinson." 
That is similar to what has been done 
here. It has been made practically im
possible for an employer and his employ
ees to get together on any kind of 
friendly terms. The provisions are spe
cific, that they have to fight, that they 
have to fight before they can do any~ 
thing to have anybody try to iron out 
their differences. If they do hot get into 
a knock-down, drag-out fight it is not 
considered a bona fide dispute, so they 
do not do anything about it. Then after 
that they do not do anything about it 
except turn it over to a lot of people, 
and finally it winds up in Congress, which 
has to decide the dispute between labor 
and management. 

Mr. President, I may say that the Sen
ator from Oregon informs me that he is 

• 
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with me, and that he will take over when
ever I leave off. I might tell the Senator 
from Oregon that he can go take a nap 
if he wants to; I am in no distress what
ever. My voice is good and strong, and 
he can sleep soundly. 

Mr. President, President Truman con
tinued: 

They work together for their own benefit 
and for the benefit of the public. 

The Taft-Hartley bill falls to recognize 
these fundamental facts. Many provisions 
of the bill would have the result of chang
ing employers and workers from members of 
the same team to opponents on contending 
teams. · 

I feel deep concern about what this would 
do to the steady progress we have made 
through the years. 

I feat that this type of legislation would 
cause the people of our country to divide into 
opposing groups. 

If conflict is created, as this bill would 
create it,' if seeds of discord are sown, as 
this b1ll would sow them, our unity will suf
fer and our strength will be impaired. 

Mr. President, I commend that para
graph to the attention of all within the 
sound of my voice. Those words might 
have been written by Abraham Lincoln 
and, indeed, they may go down in his
tory along with Mr. Lincoln's words. 
Let us go over them again: 

I fear that this type of legislation would 
cause the people of our country to divide. into 
opposing groups. If conflict is created, as 
this bill would create it, if seeds of discord 
are . sown, as this bill would sow them, our 
unity will sutfe·r and our strength will be 
impaired. · 

This bill does not resemble the labor legis
lation which I have recommended to the 
Congress. The whole purpose of the bill 18 
contrary to the sound growth of our na
tional labor policy. There is still time to 
enact progressive, constructive legislation 
during the present session. We need such 
legislation to correct abuses and to further 
advance our labor-management relations. 
We seek in this country today a formula 
which will treat all men fairly and justly, 
and which will give our people security in 
the necessities of life. As our generous 
American spirit prompts us to aid the ·world 
to rebuild-

It Is generous of Mr. Truman to say 
that, in view of the fact that he just got 
through· reading this bill. 

As our generous American spirit prompts 
us to aid the world to rebuild, we must at 
the same time construct a better America 
In which all men share equitably in the 
blessings of democracy. The Taft-Hartley 
bill threatens the attainment of this goal. 
For the sake of the future of this Nation I 
hope that this bill will not become law. 

Mr. President, if by postponing action 
on this bill until some time next week, 
when the people of America will have 
had a chance to read the President's 
forthright message which was sent to the 
Congress this afternoon, when they will 
have had the opportunity to listen to this 
very fine radio address-! think it is very 
splendid indeed-when they will have 
had time to listen to that, to make up 
their minds then on the basis of the first 
information they have had on this prop
osition; many of theni, I am sure of it; 
then, Mr: President, I have every confi
dence that· Harry Truman will not be 
disappointed, that his hope will be real-

ized, that this bill will be killed, and that 
his veto will be sustained. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr'"'; TAYLOR. · I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Florida for a question. 

Mr. PEPPER. As I understood the re
marks this evening, over the radio, of the 
able Senator from Ohio, he implied, if he 
did not say, that the message of the Pres
ident was largely a repetition of the sen
timent and interest of the labor leaders, 
and a re-presentation of the argument of 
the labor leaders. I want to ask the Sen
ator, in view of his knowledge of the Pres
ident's message, if he does not find on the 
contrary that those words which he has 
read in the conclusion of the message are 
the words of a President thinking about 
the strength and the welfare of the whole 
country, and trying to forward and pro
gress · the interests of the whole people, 
rather than a narrow partisan, speaking 
a class sentiment in the message that he 
wrote to the Congress? · 

Mr. TAYLOR. I would say to my 
good friend from Florida that ~ think the 
message to the people of America that 
the President delivered this evening over 
the radio is one of the finest messages I 
have ever heard any President deliver 
over the radio. · For its simplicity, its 
directness, and sincerity it was a master
piece. 

Mr. President, now that we have 
reached this final stage in our consid
eration of H. R. 3020-that is, the last 
few days-! believe that it is absolutely 
essential in the interest of future indus
trial tranquillity, to point out again why 
this bill should not become law. 

I think it is possible, Mr. President, 
now that we are somewhat removed in 
time from the arduous task of formu
lating a bill, provision by provision, for 
us to consider it dispassionately and in 
its proper perspective. We can ·and 
should examine it with the thought of 
determining whether those who hold it 
as I do, to be repressive and punitive 
legislation, are suffering from some form 
of mental astigmatism, or whether in 
fact they are not essentially correct in 
their conclusions. Separately and cumu
latively, the provisions of this bill make 
for an implacable strait-jacket around 
the working people of our Nation, Mr. 
President. They reverse a hitherto 
healthful workable national policy of 
encouraging collective bargaining, into a 
malignant sore-ridden policy of dis
couraging collective bargaining. They 
create the basis for unending confusion 
and chaos in our economic life. They 
do all this, Mr. President, because they 
set up restrictions which are stiffing of 
the basic rights of our working people. 
They do it also, because they create an 
administrative machinery which is so 
ponderous and so unmanageable that it 
must actually serve to paralyze rather 
than to implement the smooth function
ing of the procedures set up under it. 

Consider first of all the interminable 
and enervating litigation to which unions 
are so cynically subjected by the bill. 
Compared with only five di11erent em
ployer activities which were prescribed as 
unfair labor practices under the National 

Labor Relations Act there are now under 
section 8(b) of this bill, nine different ' 
types of activities which are made un
lawful for unions to engage in; where un
der the National Labor Relations Act the 
only recourse which eXisted against an 
employer who violated its provisions was 
the issuance merely of a cease and desist 
order by the Board, the devices created to 
control unions under this bill are cease 
and desist orders, injunctions, civil suits 
for damages and even outright loss, by 
employees of their status as . employees; 
where up to now labor unions had a pro
tected right to attain some -measure of 
security through the closed shop, that 
type of union security is now not only 
forbidden but in its place is substituted a 
form which is hemmed by impossible re
strictions; where previously labor organi
zations were encouraged to operate free 
from stifling regulations and circum
scriptions, they are, under this bill, over
burdened with costly and impossible reg
ulations; where the national policy under 
the National Labor Relations Act was to 
encourage collective bargaining it is now 
plainly one of discouraging such bargain
ing. 
· How is this appalling, this backward

looking result reached by the bill? 
I have said that the bill would serve to 

litigate unions out of existence. Let me 
attempt to show why this is so. 

Take, for example, the seemingly in
nocuou& definition for the term "agent" 
in section 2 <13). This provides that in 
determining whether a person was acting 
as an agent of another person so as to 
make such other person responsible for 
his acts, the question of whether such 
acts were actually authorized or subse
quently ratified should not be controlling. 
This section is a complete reversal of, and 
makes wholly inapplicable, the very 
healthy restraint set by the Norris-La
Guardia Act upon abuses previously 
practiced by many unscrupulous employ
ers upon labor unions. Section 6 of the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act provides that labor 
unions and their officer.s are not to be 
liable for the unlawful acts of individual 
officers, members, or agents, except upon 
clear proof of actual participation, au
thorization, or ratification of such acts 
after actual _knowledge. 

The effect of nullifying section 6 will 
be to make any union subject to litiga
tion, even if it consistently refrains from 
engaging in unlawful activities within 
the meaning of the bill. The unauthor
ized actions of any disgruntled union 
official, even those of a mere shop stew
ard, and I might add, Mr. President, 
even of a stooge put there by the em
ployer to make trouble, can, under sec
tion 2 <13) , be legally ascribed to the 
union as a whole and make it respon
sible. Unscrupulous employers will not 
be slow to take advantage of such a sit
uation. Even if it should be abundantly 
clear that the individual and perhaps 
deliberately provocative actions of a so
called minor "_agent" were engaged in 
against the desires of the union, the legal 
basis for litigation to harass the union 
will have been afforded to the employer. 

Before I turn to other sections of the 
bill, I should like to point out how a quite 
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different and much more favorable sit-
, uation is created, under it as to the lia

bility of an employer. Section 2 (2) re
defines the term "employer'' so as to ex
clude from its coverage any person act
ing in the interest of an employer di
rectly or indirectly. 

The employer is out from under, Mr. 
President. I should think that the Pre
siding Officer [Mr. DoNNELL], with his 
fine legal education, would be one of the 
severest critics of the bill. I am sur
prised that he is not. 

The section substitutes -in the place 
of this language the words "any person 
acting as an agent of an employer direct
ly or indirectly." Apparently, the inten
tion of this redefinition is to change the 
rule, affirmed by the Supreme Court, that 
an employer is responsible for the actions 
of his supervisory employees even though 
under strict common-law rules of agency 
he might not be liable for their acts. I 
think that no one can validly deny that 
in modern large industry this rule is a 
good one, since to rank-and-file em
ployees who do not usually come into 
contact with the top officials of the com
pany but only with their foremen, it is 
the foremen whom they look upon as 
management. With this change in the 
definition of the term "employer," how
ever, an expployer cannot be held ac
countable for the actions of his super
visors unless it is proved that they acted 
under specific authorization from their 
employer. The employer, it seems, can 
be held responsible for the acts of his 
foremen only if it can be proved that he 
gave them specific instructions to engage 
in the offending acts. The union, on the 
other hand, can be held responsible for 
the acts of any union official even when it 
is quite clear that the acts of this official 
were engaged in against the wishes of 
the union. Quite an amazing difference, 
one might say, in the treatment of em
ployers and of labor unions. 

Is there anything fair about that, Mr. 
President? How can the great legal 
mind possessed by the present occupant 
of the Chair reconcile such things as this 
with the ethics of the bar? It is dis
crimination, making one code for an em
ployer and an absolutely different one 
for the employee. 

Having found that the bill makes a 
union legally responsible for the actions 
of any subordinate official it becomes 
necessary to see how offensive these acts 
must be before a labor organization can 
be effectively and legally hamstrung by a 
watchful and hostile employer. In the 
first place, section 7 of the bill which sets 
forth the rights of employees which are 
protected under the act, includes among 
them the. right "to refrain from joining 
a union or fro~ engaging in concerted 
activities for collective bargaining." 
This right ''to refrain" is, of course, a 
basic one. 

In fact, it was just as basic when the 
National Labor Relations Act was passed. 
Yet since the stated purpose of the act 
was to encourage collective bargaining, 
it was obviously unnecessary to specify 
the protection of a right which was not 
being threatened. This basic right of 
employees of refraining from joining 
unions is not any the more threatened 
today. Its inclusion can have the result 

only of encouraging countless charges by 
employers against unions, especially in 
the initial stages of the organizing, by 
labor unions, of their employees, that 
the unions are violating their employees' 
rights "to refrain" from joining. 

Another provision of the bill, section 8 
(b) (1), serves as pernicious a source for 
multitudinous lawsuits against labor or
ganizations as does section 7. In fact, 
both of these should be read together, if 
some idea is to ·be obtained as to how the 
efforts of unions at organizing cari be 
made wholly innocuous by employer liti
gation, at the very first stages of their 
organizing campaigns. Section 8 (b) (1) 
provides that it shall be an unfair labor 
practice ·for a labor organization or its 
agents to restrain or coerce employees in 
the exercise of the rights guaranteed in 
section 7. 

If we .bear in mind that one of the 
rights under section 7 is to refrain from 
joining; and that in the minds of some 
persons the meaning of the terms "coer
cion" and "restraint" can range from 
that of enthusiastic verbal solicitation 
by an employee of membership in his 
union to that of outright . violence, we 
can get some idea of how labor unions 
will be subjected to litigation under these 
sections. Acts which constitute real re
straint and coercion cannot, of course, 
be condoned no matter by whom they 
are practiced, but it seems to me that our 
State and local machinery for law en
forcement has not so far broken down 
that the Fed~ral Government must in
trude into the sphere of what is purely 
a function of policing. Not only would 
the Board be burdened down with in
vestigating charges of infractions of the 
peace in almost every case which comes 
before it but the .remedy which would be 
open to it would be wholly ineffectual. 
Violence should be met by quick arrest, 
trial and, where guilt is indicated, by 

· conviction and appropriate punishment; 
not, as would be the case under the bill, 
of the investigating of a charge, a hear
ing after the charge has been investigat
ed, and a cease-and-desist order issued 
perhaps many months after the violence 
took place. The only purpose that this 
procedure seems to serve is not in itself 
to effectively halt the practice by unions 
of restraint or coercion but to create an
other method by which unions through 
useless litigation can be harassed and 
balked in their efforts at organizing 
workers. 

The employer's opportunity of forcing 
labor organizations into costly litigation 
is by no means exhausted with the pro
visions I have already discussed. In fact; 
their seriousness, so far as the continued 
existence of such labor organizations is 
concerned, is less than that even of cer
tain other provisions in the bill. 

Section 8 (b) (4) opens up for em
ployers a brilliant new field for even 
more destructive litigation. Underthis 
section a union is not only guilty of an 
unfair labor· practice but is also made 
subject to civil suit for damages if it en
gages in certain strikes or boycotts whose 
objective is any one of those enumerated 
and made unlawful by that section. By 
this language, the test of the union's lia
bility both as an unfair labor practice or 
as civil liability for damages, turns on 

whetller even one of its "objectives" was 
one of those enumerated in section 8 (b) 
(4). This test, of the ·~objective" re
vives in our history a dark period when 
the courts freely handed down injunc
tions restricting the employees' right to 
strike because one of, perhaps many law
ful objectives, was a prohibited one. 
This test is now again made possible in 
proceedings before the Board and in civil 
suits. Is there any reason to believe 
that employers will hesitate from multi
plying the number of lawsuits brought 
against unions wherever such employers 
can hope to prove that, even in the most 
minor respect, one of the objectives of 
the union was a prohibited one? 

No matter how little validity such 
suits may prove to possess, it is certain 
that they will serve at least the purpose 
of defeating the organizing efforts of the 
union, of depleting its treasury, and of 
sapping its energies. 

If any union should be fortunate 
enough to escape litigation under any 
of the provisions which I have alreadY 
discussed, it stands still the further dan
ger of being litigated into abject help
lessness by another section of the bill. 

Really, this bill sets one gauntlet after 
another for unions to run. They can be 
sued and sued and sued, until they finally 
lie down and turn up their toes. They 
might as well do so in the first instance. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield to the Senator 
from Florida. · 

Mr. PEPPER. Is not that one of the 
. principal vices of this bill, that we have 

to consider the cumulative effects of its 
restrictive provisions? Probably one 
alone might not be so disastrous, but 
when we take all of them together and 
consider what the total effect of these 
many restrictive provisions will be, the 
net effect of it is, as no doubt many de
signed it to be, to hamstring and stran
gle the effectiveness of the labor unions 
of the country as representatives of the 
working people. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I want to say to the 
distinguished, able, and militant Senator 
from Florida that there would be no 
other result. The treasuries of the labor 
unions will be depleted. They will pass 
into the limbo of forgotten things; and 
I guess some people will be happy when 
we are back to that time. Some of the 
older gentlemen of the Senate could tell 
about when they used to work for a dol
lar a week, by gum, and they want every
one else to do the same. We will be back 
to those good old days, I guess, and some 
people will be happy. 

Mr. President, the test is now again 
made possible in proceedings before the 
Board and in civil suits. Is there any 
reason to believe that employers will 
hesitate about multiplying the number of 
lawsuits brought against unions wher
ever such employers can hope to prove 
that even in the most ~inor respects 
one of the objectives of the union was 
a prohibited one? No matter, Mr. Presi
dent, how little validity such suits may 
prove to possess, it is certain that they 
will serve at least the purpose of defeat
ing the organizing efforts of the union, 
depleting its treasury, and sapping its 
energies. 
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Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield for a question? , 
Mr. TAYLOR. I am happy to yield 

to the Senator from Florida for a ques-
tion. · 

Mr. PEPPER. I would like to ask the 
able Senator from Idaho if there is not 
another important difference between 
the lawyer for the corporation and the 
lawyer for the labor union. The expense 
incurred by the corporate employee, for 
example, in paying its lawyers is a de
ductible expense, is it not? 

Mr. TAYLOR. That is correct. 
Mr. PEPPER. It is taken partially 

away from the United States Govern
ment in diminished income taxes which 
the corporation pays, whereas the lawyer 
of the labor union is paid out of the fees 

. contributed by the workers, who are 
people, and ther,efore it is not deductible 
from income taxes. Is not the burden, 
therefore, far greater upon the working 
people to try to defend themselves with 
high-price(' lawyers than upon the cor
porate employers who attack them with 
vexatious and litigious lawsuits by law
yers who are paid out of funds which 
may constitute a business expense and 
be deductible from income taxes? 

Mr. TAYLOR. The Senator from 
Florida has stated the case precisely and 
exactly, as he always does. That is ex
actly what would happen to those labor 
unions. They do not get exemptions for 
getting into court all the time. So it 
would work a far greater hardship upon 
the union than it would upon the corpo
ration. That is why they can break the 
union. 

If any union should be .fortunate 
enough to escape litigation under any 
of the provisions which I have already 
discussed, there is still the further dan
ger of being litigated into abject help
lessness by another section of the bill. 

A union, under section 9 (f) , must, 
before it can set into motion the ma
chinery of the Board, by the filing of 
any type of petition or charge, first file 
a detailed statement with the Secretary 
of Labor. Seventeen different items of 
information must be furnished by it in 
this statement. I cannot conceive of 
that unique situation where an employer 
will not be able to find, by diligent search, 
some minor deficiency in the statement 
filed by the union and thus be in a posi
tion to successfully challenge the union's 
right to employ the processes of the 
Board. 

This is the most fantastic piece of 
legislation that has ever passed the Sen
ate, Mr. President. I am no lawyer, but 
I can tell black from white and I can , 
tell right from wrong when there is no 
doubt about it. We passed a bill to deal 
with Mr. Petrillo. It was a sensible 
bill, a short one of one paragraph. It 
went over to the House, and they put 
everything into it but the kitchen sink 
and sent it back to the Senate. When 
it came back I read the bill. Although I 
am not a lawyer I knew it was uncon
stitutional, because we cannot do things 
like that to Americans. I just felt it 
~n my heart. So, Mr. President, I got 
up and fought that bill one whole day all 
by myself. Having been in the enter
tainment profession ·I felt it was in
cumbent on me to defend the musicians 
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who were going· to · be discriminated 
against. I defended them for one whole 
day, with all the lawyers saying the bill 
was fine and would work out well. But, 
Mr. President, the . courts upheld my 
position. They declared it unconstitu
tional. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Florida again for one 
of his very good questions. . 

Mr. PEPPER. May it not be that the 
1awyers whom the Senator has men
tioned, who gave their solemn opinion 
that the bill the Senator has been speak
ing about was constitutional, were moti
vated by the same point of view as that 
class of expensive corporation lawyers 
who gave the very impressive and solemn 
legal opinion a few years ago that the 
Wagner Act was unconstitutional? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Well, I do not know 
anything about law as such. I never read 
the books. But it does seem to me that 
there are some things that we cannot 
do to people in a civilized society. They 
should have some rights. I found out 
that they did. At least, so far the courts 
have ruled that way. I do not know 
about this bill. It seems to me that 
certainly some provisions of it would be 
unconstitutional. 

It certainly is unsportsmanlike to place 
two antagonists against each other who 
have been getting along pretty well. 
They scrap once in a while, but now they 
are put into an arena and we say, "Boys, 
you have really got to fight. We are 
going to take away a lot of the protec
tion you have had before and we are 
going to give you more power over here, 
and before you can appeal for aid to 
anybody you have got to show us that 
you have a fight going." We start them 
fighting and give one fellow all the ad
vantage. It looks like we are putting 
blinders on the labor boys and giving 
the other fellows brass knucks and tell
ing them to fight it out. · It just does 
not seem right. Maybe it is constitu
tional, I do not know; but I cannot see 
how it can be. 

If the bill were objectionable for no 
other reason than that it provided so 
many, many opportunities for unions to 
be harassed into nonexistence by con
stant litigation, that in itself would be 
sufficient basis for characterizing it as 
pure antilabor legislation. But, as I have 
stated at the outset, there are objec
tionable features to be found in other 
provisions of the bill which, in them
selves, could very validly make such a 
label stick. I am referring now to the 
provisions which deal with the adminis
tration of the bill which, to my mind, are 
so unworkable as to lead to a complete 
break-down in the machinery set up 
by it. 

Take, for example, section 3 (d) which 
provides for the r,ppointment of a gen
eral counsel by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. The duties of 
the general counsel are to exercise su
pervision over all attorneys, other than 
trial examiners and legal assistants to 
the Board members, and over the officers 
and employees in the regional offices. He 
is, also, to have final authority, on be
half of the Board, in the investigation 

and prosecution of all unfair-labor
practice cases. Regardless of whatever 
arguments may be made in favor of a so
called separation of fUI!Ctions, nothing 
can be said, in my opinion, in favor of 
concentrating into the hands of one sin
gle individual so much power. 

Under this provision the general coun
sel, and he alone, can determine what 
complaint cases are to be prosecuted be
fore the Board. He may refuse arbi
trarily to issue a complaint, and no indi
vidual may have any recourse against' 
him for such refusal. With this power 
he can potentially follow a policy wholly 
inconsistent with that of the Board, as 
evinced by its decisions. Nowhere in our 
governmental structure can there be 
found so complete an absence of checks 
and balances. Potentially, such a situa
tion can create utter confusion. Neither 
employers nor labor organizations can, 
under such circumstances, find any sure 
guide as to the principles established 
under the act by which ·~o conduct them
selves. It is inconceivable that such a 
situation shoUld be permitted to exist 
in the field of labor relations. Labor 
relations will simply be · adrift, with no 
rudder and no anchor. 

Also, from the point of view of proper 
administration, it is difficult to find any 
wisdom in that provision in section 4 (a), 
which prohibits the Board from appoint
ing individuals for the purpose of making 
economic analyses. There are few fields, 
indeed, in which analytical studies of 
currents and trends are as essential as 

· that which deals with labor relations. 
Many of the duties with which the Doard 
is charged make· the use of such trained 
personnel absolutely essential. For ex
ample, under section 8 (b) (5), the Board 
must determine in certain instances 
whether union fees are excessive or dis
criminatory. In making its determina
tion it must consider, "among· other rel
evant factors , the practices and customs 
of labor organization in the particular 
industry." It is beyond understanding 
how the Board is to attain familiarity 
with such factors without the aid of eco
nomic analysts. Then, too, the Board, 
under section 8 <b) (6), must determine 
whether a labor organization has com
mitted an unfair labor practice by exact
ing payment for "services which are not 
performed or not to be performed." 

It is to be expected that unions will 
endeavor to eliminate sweatshop condi· 
tions or speed-up systems. In doing so, 
they will necessarily demand that work 
loads be reduced and more workers em
ployed. Whether such demands · are 
legitimate, as will undoubtedly be con
tended by the unions, or whether they 
constitute feather bedding, as will no 
doubt be claimed by employers, are mat
ters which, for the Board, without the 
aid of economic analysts, will be impos
sible of determination. The argument 
may be made, of course, that the infor
mation which the Board might seek 
through the use of economic analysts 
might better be submitted to it in the 
form of evidence at a hearing. This 
argument folds, however, on close 
examination. 
. The evidence which must be submitted 
.on questions such as are covered by sec
_tions 8 (b) . (5) and <6> falls, in _large 
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part, into the category of expert testi
mony. Every lawyer knows that experts 
in the same field will often differ with 
each other, depending upon which side 
they appear to testify for. An expert 
representing an employer will differ with 
an expert representing a union. Only 
the impartial analyses made by em
ployees of the Government can in such 
instances serve as a basis for a fair 
decision. There is no reason v:hy the 
Board should not be permitted to employ 

· such analysts. 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will- the 

Senator yield for a question? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

BRICKER in the chair) . Does the Senator 
from Idaho yield to the Senator from 
Florida? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question; 
yes. 

Mr. PEPPER. · I wish to ask the Sen
ator, before he passes too far beyond the 

. point about the National Labor Relations 
Board's haVing authority to determine 
what fees shall be paid .by Jpembers of 
labor unions to labor unions, whether he 
thinks it is outrageous discrimination 
against the labor unions to provide that 
this governmental board by law shall de
termine the fees which members of labor 
unions shall l>ay to the labor unions, 
when no law requires or permits any 
governmental agency to determine the 
fees which members of farm organiza
tions shall pay to their organizations, or 
permits any such Government agency to 
determine the dues which members of 
fraternal organizations shall pay their
organizations, or allows any govern
mental agency to determine the dues 
which members of an employers' asso
ciation shall be required to pay to t:tiat 
association? 

Mr. TAYLOR. No; certainly, Mr. 
President, as I have said, it is discrimi
nation of 'the worst type. It is hard for 
me to believe· that it is legal and that it 
will not be declared unconstitutional. 

Mr. PEPPE:R. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Idaho yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. Is not the same dis

crimination against a labor union in
stanced in the J>resident's message when 
he points out that labor unions are 
required to file the most elaborate re
ports· and are entitled to no protection 
under the National Labor Relations Act 
until they file such comprehensive re
ports, while the corporate employers, 
the partnerships or associations, which 
might be employers, are not required to 
file any such reports? 

Mr. TAYLOR. It is, indeed. This is a 
bill to "get'' labor. 

For no valid reason that I can see, the 
bill proposes to eliminate from the 
Board's procedures two existing and val
uable devices for expediting its functions. 
Their elimination is especially amazing 
because they are in the first instance em
ployed in an area which is not at all con
troversial and, furthermore, have proved 
themselves to be extremely effective in 
reducing the number of cases constantly. 
pending before the Board. These pro
c·edures have to do with the determina
tion of a bargaining agent in representa
tion ca3es by the use of the so-called pre
hearlng elections and by the cross check 

of union · application cards to determine 
majority. Section 9 (c) (4) of the bill 
has the unfortunate effect of eliminating 
these procedures. If it is remembered 
that the first of these procedures-the 

· prehearing election-has been utilized 
by the Board only in cases where there 
have been no really controversial issues 
involved in the proceedings, and the sec
ond-the cross check of cards-only 
where both the employer and the union 
have agreed to the use of this method, 
then it becomes difficult to understand 
why a hitherto successful means of 
quickly disposing of 20 percent of the 
Board's adjusted representation cases 
should thus be eliminated. The need for 
the Board to hold formal hearings in 
such cases, under the bill, will not alone 
be extremely costly but must eventually 
make unnecessary inroads in the han
dling of more important functions. 

Another provision which I believe to 
be objectionable from the point of view 
of good administration is section 10 (c), 
which provides that the findings and 
recommended orders of trial examiners 
shall become final if no exceptions are 
filed within 20 days after they are is:.. 

--sued. In effect, this provision provides 
an excellent opportunity for a party to 
skirt the agency and take its case di
rectly to the courts. If a party does not 

·file any exceptions, the agency is power-
less to ·modify the :flndings of the trial 
examiner, no matter how ill-founded 
they may be. Yet, it would be required 
to. uphold in the courts a .decision which 
it has not itself made and which it 
might willingly have corrected upon re
view if it were permitted to do· so. . 

There ·are many other more· or iess 
seriously objectionable features in the 
bill. Time will· not permit an exhaus
tive treatment of all of these. I shall 
make only brief comments as to some 
of them. · 

If any provision of the Board opens 
up the possibility of tying ·up the Board 
continuously· and bogging-it down to the 
exclusion of all other matters, it is sec
tion 10 (k). This section requires that 
the Board itself-and not an arbitra
tor-decide the issues arising out of ju
risdictional disputes. The determina
tion of such issues obviously requires 
specialized knowledge and techniques. 
How it is to be expected for the Board 
to involve itself directly in cases so in·
volved and complicated, and yet to per
form its other functions, is beyond 
understanding. 

To add to the Board's administrative 
difficulties, there is section 8 (c). T)lis 
provides that expression of views, argu
_ment, or opinion shall not constitute 
or be evidence of an unfair labor prac
tice if they contain no threat of re
prisal or force or promise of benefit. 
Nowhere in the field of law will such an 
amazing principle be found. No one 
would argue that an expression of opin
ion should in itself constitute an unfair 
labor practice when it does not include 
a threat. Such a rule would be a clear. 
violation of an individual's constitu
tional right of free speech. But, on the 
other hand, there is absolutely no rea
son why the Board should not, like any 
other tribunal, judicial or quasi judi
cial, be permitted to accept in evidence 

such arguments or expressions of opin
ions if they furnish proof of motive in 
the commission of some .other unfair 
labor practice. Any laymen will readily 
understand that proof ·of an individual's 
intention will in most instances lie in 
the expressions he has uttered or the 
arguments he has made. Yet the Board 
is forbidden by this section even to re
ceive such expressions or arguments in 
evidence. The idea, in our jurispru
dence, is preposterous. The rule serves 
to nullify almost every section of the 
bill which establishes specified activi
ties to be unfair labor practices. 

Another almost equally ridiculous 
provision in the bill which goes far to
ward· nullifying tbe National Labor Re
lations Act is the amendment in section 
10 (c), which provides that the Board. 
may not order reinstatement or back 
pay to any individual discharged for 
cause. By these terms, the Board could 
not reinstate an employe and grant him 
back pay where his employer clearly dis
charged him because of his union activi
ties simply because . in addition to this 
reason for discharging him there also 
existed grounds for which the employer 
might also have discharged him. It 
should not be at all difti.cult for an em
ployer to furnish such additional reasons 
fot an employee's discharge in almost 
every case. I can see no reason why, if 
it is proved that an employee actually 
has been discparged for his union ac
tivities, the employer should be permitted 
to escape liability by pleading conduct 
which he was perfectly willing to toler
ate until the employee became active in 
the union. 

By no · means the least objectionable 
feature . of the bill is the one that has 
to do with the definition of collective 
bargaining. Section 8 (d) specifically 
provides that the Juty shall not be im
posed upon .any party to discuss or agree 
to any modifications ·of the terms con
tained in a contract for a fiXed period, if 
the modifications are to take effect be
fore the .end of the term of the contract. 
It is certainly not conducive to good re
lations between the parties to . a labor 
contract if, when conditions make it 
necessary, one of the parties should wish 
to reopen discussion as to some term of 
a contract and the other party should 
be permitted to refuse even to discuss 
this matter. Discussion does not mean 
necessarily the making of .any conces
sion. In good reason, there is no sense 
in establishing a rule which will support 
intransigence whether on the part of an 
employer or a labor organization. This 
can only lead to strikes and to lock-outs. 
The existing rule, which requires the 
parties to sit down and in good faith dis
cuss demands for a change in a contract 
is far more beneficial to industrial tran
quillity. 

I should also like to say something 
about another amendment which ap
pears in section 8 (d) dealing with col
lective bargaining. In my mind, this 
amendment is extremely objectionable 
because it treats so disparately between 
employers and employees. This provi
sion prohibits either employers or em
ployees to violate the "cooling off" period 
of 60 days which is required before they 
can engage in strikes or lock-outs. The 
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objectionable feature in this section lies 
in the fact that if the employer violates 
this section his liability extends only to 
being subjected to a possible cease and 
desist order issued by the Board. On 
the other hand, employees who violate 
this section can be subjected summarily 
and at the will of the employer to the · 
most drastic punishment to which any 
person who makes his livelihood by his 
labor can be subjected-that of the loss 
of his status as an employee. Not only 
is this distinction in treatment for the 
same type of offense extremely unfair 
but it makes for the very real possibility 
that an employer may deliberately pro
voke a strike to rid himself of certain 
of his employees. Such inequal~ty of 
treatment has no place in our laws. 

I have by no means covered every ob
jectionable provision of the bill; yet I 
feel that those I have discussed are, if 
the bill contained no others, proof that 
the bill is unfair, biased, and unmanage
able. The field of labor relations is not 
one in which this country can afford to 
make even minor mistakes. The enact
ment of this bill over the President's veto 
would be one of the major disasters of 
our era. Its passage would . not .only 
have widespread repercussions through
out the Nation, including strikes, stop
pages, and lock-outs, but it would also 
indirectly affect the welfare of millions 
of people outside our borders.. To , the 
extent that production of basic commod
ities is interfered with to that extent 
must our people as weli as the peoples of 
other nations suffer. Passing· this bill is 
a mistake we cannot afford to make. 

Mr. President, I should· like to finish 
what I undertook to do earlier this even
ing, by inserting in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD the names of the brave church
men who had the courage of their con
victions, whose convictions were born 
of their Christian beliefs, that the bill is 
unworthy, that it should not be passed. 
Earlier in the evening I read the state
ment, and I read certain of their names. 
I should like to include the remainder 
of the names in the RECORD. I believe, 
Mr. President, I had concluded giving 
the names of those from California. 
Colorado is the next State on the list. 

Rabbi Manuel Lederman, of. Denver; 
Rev. Samuel W. Marble, of Denver. 

Going to the State of Connecticut, 
there are a considerable number of sign
.ers. All these people are opposed to 
the Taft-Hartley bill, on account of the 
things that it will do to the American 
people, who are their parishioners. The 
names are as follows: 

Rev. A. N. Avrutick, Hartford; Dr. 
James Good Broun, Ansonia; Rev. J. 
George Butler, Hartford; Rev. Merrill F. 
Clarke, New Canaan; Rabbi Hyman 
Cohen, Meriden; Prof. John W. Darr, 
Middletown; Rev. Lewis H. Davis, Tor
rington; Rabbi Maurice J. Elefard, Hart
ford; Rev. Meredith F. Ellor, Hartford; 
Rev. Richard A. G. Foster, New Haven; 
Rev. George B. Gilbert, Middletown; 
Rev. Donald Hamblin, Hartford; Rev. 
Emerson G. Hangen, Meridan; Rev; Earl 
C. Heck, Hartford; Rev. Charles X. 
Hutchinson, Hartford; Rev. Edg;1r N. 
Jackson, Bridg-eport; Rev. Fleming 
James, Sr., North Haven; Rabbi M. 
Aaron Kra, Ansonia; Rev. Roderick 

MacLeod, Winsted; Rev. Sidney Lovett, 
New Haven; Rev. Harry L. MacKenzie, 
Greens Farms; . Rabbi Moses S. MaUn
.owitz, New London; Rev. Edward L. 
Peet, Hartford; Dr. Liston Pope, New 
Haven; Rabbi Stanley Rabinowitz, New 
Haven; Rev. Richard H. Ritter, South
ington; Rev. W. Glenn Roberts, Hart
ford; Rev. Alfred Schmalz, Darien; 
Rabbi Aaron Shuchatowitz, New Haven. 
Rabbi Morris Silverman, of Hartford. 
I believe I met Rabbi Silverman at a 

• meeting one even .. "lg when I was in that 
section . of the country. Rev . . Elsie F. 
Stowe, Seymour; Rev. Willard Uphaus, 

· New Haven; Rev. Wallace T. Viets, Hart
ford; Rabbi Max R. Wasser, Torrington; 
Rev. C. Lawson Willard, Jr., New Haven; 
Rev. Loyd F. Morley, Stamford; Rabbi 
Harror Zwelling, New Britain. 

That ends the State of Connecticut. 
Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. TAYLOR. I may yield for a ques

tion. 
Mr. KILGORE. I am asking this as a 

question. Under the Constitution and 
laws of the United States, is it. not 
necessary, before a State may be ad
mitted to the Union, that it guarantee 
to the people within the State a republi
can form of government? 

Mr. TAYLOR. That is as I under
stand it. 

Mr. KILGORE. A republican form·of 
government iS known as . a representa
tive form of government, in which repre
sentatives elected, proporti'ona.lly to the 
population of the respective States or 
subdivisions thereof, shall be recognized 
as voting in their respective districts, is 
that not correct? 1 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes. 
Mr. KILGORE. Is it not rather 

peculiar that with respect to a measure 
of this importance there should be so 
terrific an effort made as is made at the 
present time to eliminate the votes of 
certain Members of the Senate of the 
United States, to prevent them from vot
ing because, inadvertently, they happen 
to be absent from the Senate of the 
United States at the time the vote is 
proposed to be taken? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Certainly. 
Mr. KILGORE. Senators are repre

senting the United States in Geneva, 
Switzerland, and in other places. Is it 
in line with the guarantees made by the 
Constitution, or the proper processes of a 
republican form of government, that 
Members of the Senate should endeavor 

· to preclude other Senators from the 
right to represent their constituents in 
voting in the United States Senate on so 
important a question as the pending one? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I may say to the dis
tinguished and able senior Senator from 
West Virginia that it is a well-known 
fact that the whole procedure is aimed 
at railroading the measure through be
fore the people realize what really has 
overtaken them. They have been kidded 
into believing that this was a mild bill, 
that it was not that old, mean, Hartley 
bill. The first spokesman to speak out 
to the people whose words will have to 
be heard-the newspapers wm have to 
print what he had to say-is President 
Truman. He has told the truth about 
the matter. · Many people have heard 

the truth now for the first time. Some 
newspapers have covered the matter in a 
fairly concise manner, but generally all 
the propaganda has been on the other 
side, that the bill was a nice little tame 
one, just like a little pussycat, that would 
not hurt anyone. It has been said the 
bill is sorely needed, and its advocates 
want to get it through while that impres
sion s.till prevails. 

I have never known before of Senators 
not agreeing to postpone a vote on an 
important measure for a day or so. The 
Senate the other day postponed a vote 
on the rent-control bill. The postpone
ment was made from Friday until Tues
day of the next week. No one was excited 
about that delay. There was an expira
tion dead line with respect to that bill; 
but there is no dead line with respect to 
the matter now before us. Certain per
sons want to "get" labor. These frantic 
people, who see slipping from their grasp 
opportunity to strangle labor, to throttle 
labor, to do away with labor unions, to 
set up a Fascist state, are not going to 
miss this opportunity if they can help it. 
They will keep us here all day and all 
night, and all the · next day and all the 
next night, and then all day Sunday. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, .will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes; I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. KILGORE. In the mind of the 
Senator from Idaho, does not the attitude 
taken by some Senators show an effort to 
force through a bill regardless of whether 
certain States may be represented in the 
vote taken, regardless of the guaranty 
of a republican form of government by 
the Constitution, regardless of the form 
of representation guaranteed to the 
States? Is that not the_ general impres
sion obtained by the Senator? 

Mr. TAYLOR. If the Senator means 
that they are being inconsiderate of the 
Senators who are absent, certainly that 
is true. There are Senators like the Sen
ator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS], who is 
away on official business. He would cer
tainly like to be present to vote on this 
measure. The people of Utah are en
titled to have his vote recorded, and we 
are entitled to have the benefit of his 
advice and consultation. The measure is 
so important that due consideration 
should be given to it before we vote. 

We could postpone the vote on the 
measure for a week, and proceed with 
other legislation in the meantime. I am · 
sure such legislation, however, would not 
be housing legislation. There is nothing 
pressing about that. People can live out 
of doors at this time of the year, so there 
is no hurry about housing legislation. I 
am sure no legislation would be passed 
to raise the minimum wage. Workers are 
r-eceiving a minimum of 40 cents an hour, 
which amounts to $16 a week. That, 
some seem to think, is enough. So there 
is no hurry about raising the minimum 
wage. I am sure the legislation consid
ered would not be such as would help the 
little man. We might consider some 
other monopoly bill which could be 
rushed in here to save the day, while we 
were waiting for Senators to return and 
vote on this great labor legislation, this 
bill which some contend is going to save 
the Union. Yes, Mr. President; it is 
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going to save the Union by wrecking the 
unions. 

Mr. President, the procedure now be
ing taken is -very strange indeed. lt 1s 
unprecedented; unheard of. Since I 
have· beeri. in the Senate I ·have seen 
nothing like it. We have indicated 
that it is not our desire to ·talk the 
measure to death, or anythln.g · of 
that kind. We are willing to say 
nothing more about it; just let the people 
think about it. We want to have absent 
Senators have an opportunity to return 
so they may vote. But no, some Senators 
will not agree to that. They are going to 
make us vote at the earliest possible mo
ment. ·we are gojng to have to stand on 
our feet day and night until a vote is 
taken, Sunday included. I accept the 
challenge. I have talked about 9 -hours 
today, and will be good for anot~er 9 
hours, and then after 8 hours' sleep I will 
be goo(:! for another 18 hours. 

Mr. Pr~ident, I should like to proceed 
with the list of names attached to the 
statement to which I referred previously. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator. 

Mr. KILGORE. I do not know 
whether the Senator remembers or not, 
but I ask him if he does remember that, 
during the war, when the Democrats 
were in control of the. Congress of the 
United States, no questions were asked 
as to who should be General Marshall,'s 
assistant, and who should be his chief 
adviser with respect to the war in Europe 
or the war in Asia. Is that not a fact? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes; that is a fact, as 
far as I remember. 

Mr. KILGORE. Now may I say to the 
Senator from Idaho--

Mr. TAYLOR. No; the Senator can
not say anything to me. The Senator 
must ask me a question. 

Mr. KILGORE. I ask ·the Senator's 
pardon. In the bill under discussion pro
vision is made for a chief counsel, who is 
completely uncontrolled by the National 
Labor Relations Board, who ts not an
swerable to the Board, but to himself 
alone. How would General Marshall 
have been able to conduct military af .. ; 
fairs, settle questions which came before 
him, had Congress done the same thing 
with respect to him that is now proposed 
to be done with respect to the labor 
relations situation? 

Mr. TAYLOR. If I were permitted to 
ask the Senator a question I would ask 
him if he really thought that anyone 
wants the bill to work successfully, that 
anyone wants peaceful labor relations to 
result from it. No; those who are anxi
ous for its passage want to wreck the 
country, to get it into a great turmoil 
and take things over. That is about the 
size of it. That is the way it has been 
done before, by Hitler and Mussolini. 
They got things into a big uproar and 
then took over. The Communists do the 
same thing. We must watch from both 
angles. We must watch the Commu
nists on one side and the Fascists on the 
other. This is a Fascist measure. There 
is no doubt about it. It is cleverly con• 
ceived. In its many ramifications it is 
like a futuristic painting. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BRICKER in the chair). Does the Sena
tor from Idaho yield to the Senator from 
West Virginia? 
Mr~ TAYLOR. I yield to the Senator 

from West Virginia. 
Mr. KILGORE. Before I ask the 

question, let me say that I sometimes 
wonder whether it would not be a good 
idea to paint the picture with fl, white- . 
wash brush. With .. my background of 
farming and mining experience, of 
course, I would not ask that. 

I ask the Senator if it is not more 
than merely -a question of getting a 
vote-for example, a vote from the 
State of Utah, in the form of the vote of 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS]. 
Is it not a qu·estion· of getting a man 
who has had years of. experience in labor 
and industrial relations, in the queetion 
of economics, and other things with 
which the Senator from Utah has had 
experience during his entire lifetime, par
ticularly his experience in the United 
States, in Japan, in Germany, and vari
ous other countries? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Certainly, if any man 
in .the United States is qualified tn pass 
upon this question, it is the senior Sen
ator from the State of Utah, a man who 
served with distinction as chairman of 
the Senate Committee on Labor and 
Education, and as United States delegate 
to many international labor conferences. 
It is not o:f:lly a question of obtaining the 
physical presence here of Senators. to 
vote -and to consult and discuss. It is 
also a question of giving the people of 
America an opportunity to know about 
the bill. Before it has left us irrevocably, 
they should have time to think this ques
tion over for themselves and decide 
whether or not they want this legislation. 

As I say, I have no hope of changing 
the minds of a good many Senators who 
are definitely decided on this proposal, 
but I believe that there are a large num
ber of Senators whose minds are more 
or less open. If they should find, Mr. 
President, that their people back home 
definitely do not want the bill, I think it 
would change enough votes to kill this 
terrible legislation. A change of only 
three or four votes would be sufficient to 
kill this legislation, which will cost 
America uncounted wealth in dollars, as 
well as in the happiness of her people. 
It will involve destruction, disruption, 
lack of production, inflation, general 
strife, and turmoil. 

It is a sad day indeed when our en
thusiastic Republican friends suddenly, 
out of a clear sky, refuse to grant a rea
sonable accommodation with respect to 
the schedule for . this legislation. In 
connection with other legislation, when 
it is said, "Let us vote next Thursday," 
they say, "Certainly." They are fine 
sociable fellows. But in connection 
with this bill, when the suggestion is 
made that we vote next week, so that 
the people can think it over, they say, 
"Not on your life. We are going to get 
this through right now, before anyone 
can think anything about it." · 

Yet this is a bill which the President 
felt was so crucial that he went on the 

air to speak to the people of the Nation. 
That is something which he has not done 
for some time in connection with legis
lation before the Congress'. That is the 
difference. This is important. It means 
much to · America. The Republican ma
jority,. which has been enacting one 
piece of legislation after another which 
will only lead us to ruin down the road 
to depression, are determined to get this 
bill through before the people have an 
opportunity to think it over. They real
ize that they can never get it through 
otherwise. So here they sit, like a bunch 
of buzzards out in Arizona, waiting for 
the corpse to drop to the ftoor. They 
will sit a long time, Mr. President, be
cause I have outwitted those buzzards 
out there on the prairie. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. PEPPER. I ask the able Senator 

from'Idaho if it is not a fact that what
ever demand there was generally in the 
country of a legitimate character for la
bor legislation was not directed pri
marily at a great wave of strikes? Was 
not that wave of strikes, which occurred 
in early 1946, attributable to the diffi
culties and maladjustrpents of the recon
version period? With. the passing of the 
reconversion period, has not the real de
mand for · that kind of legislation, and 
the' necessity for it, passed? Therefore 
is not the President correct in saying 
that this bill comes substantially at a 
time of industrial peace, and that the ef
fect of it would 'be simply to promote 
strife instead of peace? Is it not there
fore· correct to say that the legislation 
should not be enacted at this time? 

Mr. TAYLOR. This bill should not be 
enacte·d at any time. If the country 
were tied up with strikes in every plant 
in the Nation, the bill would still be no 
good. As the President pointed out, it 
would not stop John L. Lewis or anyone 
else from doing anything he wanted to 
do. All it would do would be to get the 
Government mixed up, and cross its feet 
so as to make it fall over itself and be
come ridiculous. We would have a great 
many strikes, and much strife that we 
would not have ·otherwise. 

Frankly, I do not hold out to the 
American people any great panacea that 
will give us completely unruffled labor re
lations, whether we pass this bill or not. 
If we pass it, the situation will be a great 
deal worse. If we do not pass it, there 
will still be occasional strikes and lock
outs. We might as well tell the people 
the truth. There always have been con
fiicts involved in employer-employee re-. 
lations, and there always will be. So 
long as -we have our free economy;that is 
one of the penalties which we must pay 
for freedom. We must suffer a modicum 
of bargaining confiict and disagreement. 
I am willing to accept it. 

When we see the profits of the big in
dustrialists going sky high while the la
boring man's actual take-home pay is 
dwindling and prices are rising, how in 
the name of heaven do we expect to es
cape industrial st1·ife and unrest? 

No; we shall never have industrial 
peace so long as the Republicans are run
ning things. There is no doubt about 
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that. The situation will become ·worse 
and worse. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. . Yes. 
Mr. KILGORE. During the war it was 

my privilege to do investigation work 
with the War Investigating Committee 
in connection with war production. Has 
it not been the Senator's observation 
that during the war labor-and I speak 
of labor as a whole, the workers-

Mr. TAYLOR. The Senator speaks of 
people? 

Mr. KILGORE. Yes; the people of the 
United States. Is it not a . fact that they 
did a magnificent job of production in 
getting out the necessary tools, machin
ery, equipment, and other things neces
sary to win the war? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Certainly they did a 
magnificent job of production. I worked 
in a defense plant, as I have said before . . 
The last job I had before I came to the 
Senate was in a defense plant. I have 
in my pocket a sheet-metal worker's card. 
Yes; they did a good job of production. 
There was a great deal of loafing in· the 
plant where I was, but it was not the 
fa:ult ol the workers. I . loafed, and it 
was not my fault. The materials were 
not there to work with, and the boss sent 
down word that the stuff had to last us 
for 2 weeks or 10 days, or whatever it 
was, and we looked it over and paced, 
ourselves accordingly. We did not want 
to do it, but we had to. There is noth
ing more degrading than to be on a job 
where you cannot give it everything you 
have, and if you can think up better ways 
to do the work, see that they are put 
into effect. But the management wanted 
no suggestions. They said, "Keep your 
mouth shut. Never mind. We do not 
care whether you can do it more quickly 
or not." 

The inspectors from the Navy would 
come through the plant and the manager 
would send someone to tell us that the 
ins.pector was coming; so that we could 
appear busy. It was not the fault of the 
workers. They did a good job, a mag
nificent job. I have seen a number of 
them quit the plant where I was work
ing during the war. A ~an would say, 
''My God, my boy is over in Japan. I 
cannot stay here and loaf as we have to. 
I am going to some other place where I 
can work." And they would go. Pretty 
soon they would come back and say, "It 
was worse over at the place I went, so I 
am back here again." 

The workers did a good job. They 
have been blamed for the fact that there 
was loafing in the defense plants. Some
times inspectors would see them loafing, 
when the manager was not right ori the 
job and did not send the warning agent 
through. The managers had more peo
ple than they needed in most places. It 
was cost-plus-the more it cost the 
more the plus. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a CQUple of addi
tional questions? 
Mr~ TAYLOR. Yes; I am happy to 

yield to the Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. KILGORE. Is it not a fact that 

most of the delays were caused by mal
distribution of sup:plies? That is what 
I found in my inyestigations, as did 

various others. But during that time 
there was not any hostility between man
angement and labor. Is not that a fact? 
In other words, management cooperated 
with labor to the fullest extent possible, 
based upon the supplies they had? 

Mr. TAYLOR. There was no fighting. 
We were sorry we did not have the mate
rials, but we cooperated with manage
ment. We did not try to put manage
ment in a hole. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. KILGORE. From that experi

ence the Senator knows, I believe, that 
when there is a market for material 
produced there is cooperation between 
management and labor? Is not that a 
fact? They will cooperate so long as 
there is a market within the price range 
for which the material can· be produced. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I certainly feel that 
there is no necessity for hostility. It 
is not inevitable at all that manage
ment and labor should fight. I know 
of many managers who get along won
derfully well with labor because they 
treat workers like human beings. Of 
course, many of these equitable, amicable 
labor relations that are in effect will be 
ended if this bill goes into effect. It says 
to them, "You cannot do that. You 
cannot be friends any more. You have 
got to fight. Let us have some sport. 
Get busy; fight a little." -

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one more question? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes; I am happy to 
have· the Senator ask me a question. 

Mr. KILGORE. Therefore, it is not 
necessary for the Government to step in 
and say that they cannot enter into cer
tain agreements between labor and man- · 
agement in order to protect the public, 
provided there is a market? Is not that 
correct? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Certainly the Senator 
is correct in that. 

Mr . . President, I have gotten to the 
District. of Columbia now in inscribing 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the names 
of the churchmen who oppose this bill. 
I am referring to the group of church
men, of various churches, priests, rab
bis, and reverends, who issued this ap
peal to President Truman to veto the 
labor bill. 

In the District of Columbia there are 
Rabbi Samuel H. Berkowitz and R.abbi 
David Pruzansky. 

In Delaware there is Rabbi Joseph I. 
Singer, of Wilmington. 

In Florida, Rev. Floyd M. Irvin,' of 
Eustis. 

In Florida there are Rabbi M. Mische
loff, of Miami Beach; Rabbi Sanders M. 
Tofield, of Jacksonville; Rev. Edward W. 
Ullrich of Miami; Rev. G. W. Washing-
ton, of Jacksonville. · 

In Georgia· we have Rabbi Hyman R. 
Friedman, of Atlanta; Rev. David N. 
Howell, of Atlanta; Rabbi Charles M. 
Rubel, of Macon; and Rabbi Abraham I. 
Rosenberg, of Savannah. 

There is quite a list from the State of 
. Illinois. Evidently the clergy out there 
are really up and about and fighting for 
the welfare of the common man. 

In Illinois there are Dr. James Luther 
Adams, Chicago; Rev. J. Frank Ander-

son, Tinley Park; Rev. Karl Baehr, Chi
cago; Rev. Frederic E. Bell, Seneca; Rev. 
Ray E. Bond, Chicago; Rev. H. N. Broct.
way, Oak Park; Rev. Hugh Elmer Brow~. 
Evanston; Rev. Albert W. Buck, Chicago; 
Rev. Edwin T. Buehrer, Chicago; Rabbi 
E. Louis Cardou, Springfield; Rev. Wil
liam Clark, Chicago; Rev. Harold E. 
Craw, La Grange; Rev. Paul B. Deferson, 
Chicago; Rev. Herbert J. Doran, Urbana; 
Rev. Clifford Earle, Chicago; Rev. Fred 
Eastman, Chicago; Rev. Robert Worth 
Frank, Chicago; Rev. Herbert George, 
Chicago; Rabbi David Graubart, Chica
go; Rabbi Philip Graubart, Chicago; 
Rev. Armand Guerrero, Chicago; Rev. 
George Halsted, Chicago. 

It is quite evident from the names that 
no particular nationality or faith has 
any monopoly insofar as a proper atti
tude toward organized labor is concerned. 
The names which I am reading certainly 
reftect America and its many races and 
nationalities and religions. 

I read more of the names: Rev. Louis 
U. Huber, Jerseyville; Dr. Homer Jack, 
Chicago; Rabbi Monroe Levens, Oak 
Park; Rev. C. Sumpter Logan, Lawrence
ville; Rev. William N. Lovell, Chicagoj_,.. 
Rev. Harold L. Lunger, Oak Park; Rev. 
Hugh S. Mackenzie, Chicago; Rev. Doug.
las V. Machan, Chi~ago. 

I read more of the names: Rev. Frank 
B. McCulloch, Chicago; Rev. William G. 
McGill, Chicago; Rev. J. B. McKendry, 
Oak Park; Rev. John Magill, Monmouth; 
Rev. PaulL. Meacham, Cermi; Rev. Carl 
T. Michel, Chicago; Rabbi Jacob J. Na
than, Chicago; Rev. Clyde K. Newhouse, 
Cobden. . 

All these men are opposed to this bill. 
All of them are from Illinois. I Should 
like to call that fact to the attention of 
the Senator from illinois [Mr. BROOKS], 
namely, that the names I am reading are 
those of ministers and rabbis and fath
ers from the State of Illinois who op
pose this bill. 

I continue to read the names: Rev. 
Duane Nichol, Chicago; Dr. Victor Oben
haus, Chicago; Rev. Douglas Patterson, 
Chicago; Rev. Leslie T. Pennington, Chi
cago; Rabbi Shlomo Rapoport, Chicago; 
Rev. Conrad Reiner, Chicago; Rev. Fred
erick W. Ringe, Franklin Park; Rev. Or
ville Sarppson, Chicago. 

Mr. President, I shall finish reading 
this list of names after a while. 

I hear some of the proponents of this 
bill protesting violently that this is a
filibuster. No; this is not a filibuster; 
this is a time-consuming operation just 
for the purpose of. giving the people of 
America time to realize what is in this 
bill and time to think it over and then 
let the Congress know how they feel 
about it. I have pointed that out sev
eral times, and I think it will bear re
peating, because if the press has any
thing at all to say about what I have 
said here this evening, I hope the press 
will tell the people of the country that 
I am not trying to prevent a vote on 
this bill. I expressed willingness to have 
a unanimous consent agreement after 
the elapse of the customary few days. 
If it is the will of the people that it pass, 
that is fine and dandy, and I shall have 
no argument after I think the people . 
have had an opportunity to think about 
it. But I do not think they have had 
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that opportunity thus far. The only rea
son I am talking is to give the people 
~ opportunity thoroughly · to under
stand the bill and then let their ~nators 
know what they think about it. 

Mr. President, I may point out again 
that this performance is absolutely un
necessary; it is not called for · at all; 
there is no sense in having it. If Sena
tors of the majodty party would simply 
agree to a day certain to vote, a few days 
hence, and give the people time to think 
this matter .over, we could proceed with 
other legislation, and they cbu?d go 
home and go to bed tonight; if they 
wanted to. 

They would not ordinarily come back 
tomorrow; tomorrow is Saturday; in
deed, it is Saturday morni~g now. 

Mr. President, if this was · not such a 
great undertaking-stealing ·laboi·'s 
rights-they would not think of coming 
back on Sunday. But this is a great cru
sade, SQ they think..;......a crusade to steal 
everything ·labqr possesses-so we shall 
b~ here on Sunday. 

So we shall be here. I simply hope the 
people find out the real reason why we 
are here. This is no filibuster; it ·is an 
endeavor .to give the people an opportu:
nity to know what is going on and what 
is in this bill. . 

Mr. President. the Taft-Hartley bill 
now before us proposes to take the Con
ciliation Service out from under the De
partment of Labor, where it rightfully 
belongs, and to substitute therefor a new 
kind of conciliation service that will con
ciliate nothing, that, on the contrary, 
will produce new and ever-increasing 
sources of disputes. I can think of no. 
better description of the dangers in this 
situation and of the value of retaining· a 
really practic,al, workable conciliati,.on 
service, such as ,the one we have today, 
than that confained in a radio broadcast 
by the Honorable Lewis B. Schwellen
bach, the Secretary of Labor. I quote 
from his broadcast: 

During the 18 months since VJ-day the _ 
American people carried ~ut t he most tre
mendous job of military and industrial de
mobilization in our history. There were set
backs and disappointments, including many 
serious and costly labor disputes. Despite 
that fact, however, American production· in 
1946 exceeded all previous peacetime levels. 

I ·!annot predict what will happen during 
this next year in the field of industrial rela
tions. But I do know that both labor and 
management now have a much more con
structive attitude today than during the first 
troubled months that followed VJ-day. 

The Congress of the United States now hae 
before it a number of bills designed to pre
vent a recurrence of last year's industrial 
strife. There is one particular proposal that 
I would like to discuss rather fully. This 
proposal takes two forms: One w:ould set up 
a mediation board outside the Department of 
Labor; the other would set up a mediation 
board within the Department, but would 
make the board practically independent and 
transfer to it the work o! conclliation and 
mediation now being carried on by the Labor 
Department. From past experience I feel 
sure that such a board would be in the 
Department for housekeeping purposes only. 

Some advocates o! this procedure contend 
that the Labor Department and its Secretary 
cannot act impartially because we have a 
mandate from Congress to "foster, p1·omote, 
and develop the welfare of the wage earners 
of the United St ates. • • •" · · 

The best answer to this argument would 
be a full review of the record and policies 
of the United ·States Conciliation Service. I 
cannot undertake that in the time at my 
disposal. But I would like to quote four 
character witnesses, if I may call them that. 
Four groups who have a vital stake in collec
t ive bargaining and the American way of 
life. They are: The National Association of 
Manufact urers, the Unit ed States Chamber 
of Commerce, the American Federation of 
Labor, and the Congress of Indust rial Organi
zations. 

Necessarily, t hese groups h ave had a great 
deal of experience 'With the Conciliation Serv
ice. They are in a pofiition to judge , the 
work of the Conciliation Service because they 
take part in it. Day in and day out they 
watc.h negotiations being s:arried on with the 
friendly, impartial help of our Commission· 
ers of Conciliation. Let me remind you that 
during the last year the Commissioners, 
under the capable direct ion of Edgar L. War .. 
ren, aided in the peaceful sett lement of 13,000 
industrial disputes. MOl'eover, in 90 percent 
of the disputes where Commissioners were 
called in before work had halted no stoppage 
occurred. 

Last year we also aided In settling 3,400 
strikes. Of these, nearly two-thirds had 
begun before 'either of the parties called for 
the services of a conciliator. 

Equally important, all of these settlements 
were reached by voluntary methods of con
ciliation and mediation. 

Knowing. that record, the NAM, :the AFL, 
the Chamber of Co.mmerce, and the· CIO are 
unanimously opposed to the creation of a 
mediation ooard. Let me ·quote the cham
ber 's board ·of directors ; 

"The establishment of a Federal m~dfation 
board, or any similar body by another name, 
would interfere :with and disrupt voluntary 
collective bargaining~ There wo~ld . be a 
tendency to ' refer important .issues to such . 
a board, which would undermine voluntary 
agr~ement." _ 

My own experience as Secretary of Labor 
fully supports that view. During the war re 
could· see this pe.rfectly natural tendency ,at 
work. Time . and tinie again the parties to 
a dispute were so eager to have their case 
settled by the National'War Labor Board that 
the preiiminary :qegotiations were little more 
t han shadow boxing-a warm-up for the big 
show in Washington. Consequently, the 
Board found itself heavily burdened with a 
huge backlog of cases. 

But after VJ-day; when numerous wartime 
controls were lifted, the War Labor Board 
quite properly began to turn its case load 
back to the parties for settlement. As a 
result, about 3,000 cases were left to collective 
bargaining and the overwhelming majority 
were settled pe?-cefully-even during the 
troubled months of reconversion when labor 
and .management faced a host of unfamiliar 
problems. . 

Without attempting to gloss over the fact 
that labor disputes did ~etard the rate of 
reconversion, I want to remind you that we 
now have more than 14,000,000 workers who 
a.re covered by some 50,000 union contracts. 
Yet even during the worst period of labor 
unrest in our history 45,000 of these con
tracts were renewed or renegotiated peace
fully, not to mention the successful han
dling of countless grievances that are bound 
to arise wherever men work together. 

To me, and to many others who are close 
to the labor scene, this indicates a much 
greater area of basic agreement than most 
people realize. Can we afford to move in on 
this large area with Government mandates or 
a super mediation board? The . answer is: 
Not unless we are prepared to follow up with 
further controls and increasing Government 
participation in collective bargaining. 

Here again our wartime experience is re
vealing. In the fiscal year 1943 the Concilia 
t ion Service handled tnore thau 14,000 d is-

putes, but 31 percent of these were referred 
either to the National War Labor Board or 
the· National Labor Relations Board for final 
action. In 1944 the Service closed nearly 
22,000 disputes, and of these, 32 percent were 
referred to one of .the two Boards. In 1945 
an all-time high was reached when the_ Con:
ciliation Service handled over 23,000 disputes 

·and referrals .reached 33 percent. 
Today the story is very ·different. Labor 

and management are again learni)lg to use 
the collective-bargaining process. As we en
t ered the new year 1947. work stoppages were 
t he lowest since VJ-day. Not only were there 
fewer strikes but the number of workers in
volved and idleness were also well below those 
ea.dy months· of 1946. As of January 1, 1947 
our conciliators were attempting to mediate 
111 stoppages involving only 35,000 employees. 
A year · ago they were handling 145 strikes 
involving 10 times as many employees. 

Quite apart from its effect on the Concilia
tion Service, there is another reason why I 
am convinced that a mediation board would 
impede industrial peace. My own experi
ence has convinced me that the job is not 
one to be done by a board because the solu
tion of labor· disputes requires great flexi
bility. Solutions cannot be reached in an 
ivory tower. Every case is different; the 
issues are different; the personalities are 
different. It requires. different types of indi
viduals to handle· different · cases. · 

During the last year and a half we in the 
Department have acquired an intimate 
knowledge of the current problems of each 
industry and the various companies within 
the industry. We know the background and 
the mental attitude of the negotiators on 
both sides: No · super-duper board can han
dle such a many-sided and complicated task, 
regardless of the character, ability, and ex
perience of the men who might be appointed 
to such a board. With the best will in the 
world, a board would find itself delayed by 
technical problems which ;migh.t prove a fatal 
han'clicap to successful collective. bargaining. 

The general public may not be aware of 
these facts, but labor and management know 
them we~l enough. They know, too, what 
steps have been taken to develop and 
strengthen the Conciliation Service. I am 
particularly proud that what has been done 
was an outgrowth of a unanimous recom· 
mendation by the President's Labor-Manage
ment Conference in November 1945. Every
one in the Conference agreed to the report 
which recommended that the Conciliation 
Service remain within the Department of 
Labor and tbat it operate With the advice 
of an advisory board consisting of repre
sentatives of both management and, labor. 
This advisory board takes its work seriously 
and the results have been very gratifying to 
all concerned. 

Again, time does not permit me to review 
these chang~s in detail. But I can tell you 
that the Conciliation Service today is better 
equipped than ever before to aid both unions 
and employers at the bargaining table. For 
example, all of the arbitrators now on the 
roster of the Service were passed upon by 
the regional labor-management advisory 
committees, thus insuring competent and 
impartial arbitrators who have been approved 
by leading labor and management represent
atives in their respective areas. 

The same can be said of Conciliation's 
Technical Division which assists the parties 
in disputes where highly technical problems 
arise, such as incentive plans, job eval
uations, merit-rating systems, workload 
studies, and related questions. 

Beyond these regular methods which the 
Conciliation Service offers, we have devel
oped several other means of promoting in
dustrial peace. Fact finding is one of 'them. 
During the last year I appointed nine fact
finding or special-inq'l,liry boards. In each 
instance their investigations led to a sat is
factory settlement of the ·controversy. The 
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public has not heard much of this success, 
but I believe it can be repeated in the fu
ture, provided that . certain basic principles 
are· followed. 

These principles include the full and vol
untary cooperation ·of both parties, the se
lection of board members who are thoroughly 
familiar with the industry . concerned, and, 
of course, a clear understanding that board's 
recommendations will not be forced upon 
the parties. Rather, I send each side a copy 
of the report and tell them in my · opinion 
it should be used and considered in further 
negotiation. In other words, I do not con
vert the board from a mere fact-finding func
tion into an arbitration function. 

I have tried to outline for you some of the 
things the Labor Department is doing in the 
field of industrial relations. Equally im
portant are the fundamental objectives be
hind this work. Unless I am very much 
mistaken, our goal - is the same as yours. 
We in America want full, sustaine~ produc
tion, and fair distribution. The kind of dis-· 
tribution that will reward incentive and pre
serve the freedoms we hold dear. 

Free collective bargaining does impose. 
serious respbnsibilities on both labor and 
management. Recent developments in steel 
and autos and in the vast construction in
dustry · show how· different the industrial 
climate is today_ from 1 year ago. Unless I 
misjudge the caliber and democratic pur
pose of labor· and management they will 
meet their joint responsibility without co
ercion or compulsion from our Government. 

Mr. President, that was the text of the 
radio address on the subject of labor
management relations. It is a very fine 
testimonial to the fOOd work being done. 
It really makes one sad to contemplate 
what is going to Yappen to this splendid 
organization wl ... en we get this phony 
bill. 

Mr. President, as I stated earlier in 
the evening, I was prepared to go on for 
a considerable time. I could talk for a 
good many hours yet; but several of my 
colleagues, insistently pressing for an op
portunity to speak, they are urging that 
I should not hog this thing, but should 
give them an opportunity to say a few 
words. So I shall desist temporarily and 
let some of my colleagues, friends of 
labor, and friends of the American peo
ple, have an opportunity to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
KNOWLAND in the chair) . The question 
is, Shall the bill pass, the objections of 
the President of the United States to the 
contrary notwithstanding? 

Mr. PEPPER. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab
sence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk '!ailed the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushfteld 
Butler 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Chavez 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 

Downey 
Dworsliak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 
Green 
Gurney 
Hatch 
Hawkes 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hoey 
Holland 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnson, Colo. 

Johnston, S. C. 
Kern 
Kilgore 
Know land 
Langer 
Lodge 
McCarran 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McFarland 
McGrath 
McKellar 
McMahon 
Malone 
Martin 
May bank 
Millikin 
Moore 
Morse 
Murray 

Myers Russell 
O'Daniel Saltonstall 
O'Mahoney Smith 
Overton Sparkman 
Pepper Taft 
Reed Taylor 
Revercomb Thye 
Robertson Va. Umstead 
Robertson, Wyo . Vandenberg 

Watkins 
Wherry 
White 
Wiley 
Williams 
Wilson 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty
five Senators having answered to their· 
names, a quorum is present. 

The question is, Shall the bill pass, the 
objections of the President. of the United 
States to the contrary notwithstanding? 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote! 
Vote! 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. · The 

.Senator from West Virgihia is recognized. 
Mr. KILGORE Mr.-President, while 

I realize that Senators would like to vote 
and get this over with, that is one of the 
points which I should like to ' make. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
M KILGORE. Mr. P:resident, I ask 

for order and for decent courtesy on the 
part of the Members of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING-, OFFICER. The 
Senate will be- in order. 

The Senator from West Virginia has 
the fioor. He may proceed. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, the 
first point I should like to make is that 
under the Constitution of the United 
States we require the States of the Union 
to guarantee to their eitizens a republi
can form of government, which is· a rep
re·sentative form of government in which 
representatives of citizens by a propor
tionate ratio vote on the necessary meas
ures for the Government of their citizens. 

Mr. President, by the very evidence of 
the yelling of "vote!' which does not 
speak so well for the dignity of tne Een
ate of the United States, we have an in
dication on the part of certain Members 
of the Senate that they are willing to de· 
part from that guaranty of the Consti
tution of the United States, insofar as 
the Congress is concerned, and to deny 
the representative vote to the. various 
subordinate groups which make up the 
United States of America. I think it be
speaks ill of the Senate to have Senators 
take such an attitude. 

Mr. President, the attitude all the way 
through this evening has been to try to 
deny votes to certain States which are 
entitled to representation. I do not par
ticularly care how this bill turns out or 
how the vote turns out; but I say that I 
have heard so much about communism, 
as stated in remarks on the floor of the 
Senate, and so much about totalitarian
ism that I feel that I, as a humble citizen 
of the United States and as a Member 
of the Senate of the United States, should 
do my utmost to stop movements on the 
part of--

<At this point Mr. KILGORE made 
certain statements which subsequently 
were withdrawn by him.) 

Mr. TAFT.· Mr. President, I call the. 
Senator from West Virginia to order, 
under section 4 of rule XIX of the Sen
ate, for imputing to other Senators 
motives tmworthy of a Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the -rule, the Senator from West Virginia 
will have to take his seat. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, I 
should like to proceed with my remarks 
on the bill, then. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from West Virginia will take his 
seat. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senator from West Vir
ginia be permitted to proceed in order. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, on that 
question I ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. BARKLEY. First, Mr. President, 
let me say with great respect to the-Chair 
and to the Senator from Ohio that I did 
not interpret and r do not interpret the 
remarks of the Senator from West Vir
ginia as imputing improper or unworthy 
mptives to any Senator. The mere fact 
that a Senator makes a point under the 
rule makes it necessary for tbe Senator 
concerned to take his. seat. But I lis
tened to the Senator from West Virginia 
and I did not observe that he imputed 
any such motives to ·any other Senator~ 
I do not think he did, and I do not think 
he so intended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Kentucky that the 
Senator f:r:om West Virginia be allowed 
to proceed in order. The motion is not 
debatable. 

Mr. HATCH . . Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HATCH. I was about to make 
an inquiry which I think the Chair has 
already answered-namely, whether the 
Chair means that a motion that the Sen
ator proceed in order is nQt debatable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
motion to proceed in order is not de
batable. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. Will it be possible for 
those of us who do not recall what the 
Senator from West Virginia is supposed 
to have said--

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Oregon is inaking a par
liamentary inquiry, and the Chair re
quests that he be allowed to state it. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to repeat 
it, Mr. President. Would it be possible, 
for the benefit of those of us who did 
not hear what the Senator from West 
Virginia said, which is supposed to be 
out of order, to have the Official Reporter 
read the statement the Senator made, so 
that we pass judgment as to how to vote 
on this question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The in
quiry of the Senator from Oregon rela
tive to whether it will be in order to have 
the Official Reporter read the remarks 
of the Senator from West Virginia would 
be a perfectly proper request and would 
be in order. 

Mr. MORSE. I make that request, Mr. 
President. 

· Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, a parlia· 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OPFIUER. The 
Senator will state it. 
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Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Ohio 
did not advise the Senate to what re
marks he objected. I· assume· that those 
are the words that will be read. Will the 
Senator from Ohio state what they are? 

Mr. TAFT. I prefer to have the exact 
words read. 

The PRESIDING 'OFFICER. The 
Chair will state that the reading o~ ti:e 
remarks by the Official Reporter wtll, m 
the opinion of the Chair, answer the 
question raised by the Senator from Ver
mont. 

Mr. AIKEN. Will the Official Repo~·ter 
·read all the remarks the Senator from 
West Virginia has made? 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, let me 
say that if I made any reflection--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from West Virginia is not at this 
time entitled to recognition. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, I think 
I am for the purpose of the statement I 
am about to make. May I state my prop
osition first, before the Chair rules? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from West Virginia will please 
refrain for· a mom€nt. 

Mr. KILGORE. - Mr. President, if it 
shall be interpreted that I cast any re
ftection upon any Member of this 
body--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from West Virginia is not in or
der at this time. 

The Chair is trying to work out this 
problem in a parliamentary fashion. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
. unanimous consent that the Senator 

from West Virginia be permitted to make 
the statement he wishes to make. I think 
that will clear up the matter so that 
there will be no necessity to have any 
action taken here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Kentucky that the Senator from 
West Virginia be allowed to make his re
marks in explanation at this time-? The 
Chair hears none. Without objection, 
the Senator from West Virginia is recog
nized. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, let me 
say that, if there is anything in what I 
have just said that would reflect upon 
any Member of the Senate, I desire to 
withdraw those remarks. The remarks 
were largely impelled by a little shouting 
of "Vote! Vote! Vote!" which possibly 
antagonized the Senator from West Vir
gina. I desire to withdraw anything that 
might reflect upon a Member of this 
body. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia would have a 
right, under the rule, to withdraw his 
remarks. / 

Mr. KILGORE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I withdraw 

any objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Very 

well. 
The Senator from West Virginia is 

recognized. 
Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, with 

reference to the Labor-Management Re
lations Act of 1947, as passed by the Con
gress and as vetoed by the President of 
the United States, at which time the 
President made what this speaker re
gards as appropriate remarks and gave 

appropriate reasons, I should like to say 
a few things. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

.. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state i~ 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senate is not in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order is well taken. The Senate 
is not in order. 

Senators will take their seats. Those 
who desire to converse will please retire 
to the anterooms. · 

The Senator from West Virginia may 
proceed. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, after 
reading carefully the bill as passed by 
both Houses of Congress and as sent to 

·the President for his signature, I am re- . 
minded ·of-one of those old Rube Gold
berg cartoons which used to delight the 
country, and still do when they appear. 
I refer to those which appeared or 20 
years ago. They pictured very intricate 
systems of handling some natural phe
nomena. For instance, I remember one 
in which a trained elephant upset a 
bucket of water, which in turn disturbed 
a bunch of bedbugs, and they in turn 
disturbed a human being who was asleep 
in bed, and that person, upon arising, 
put out a fire in the next house. How
ever, all those cartoons ignored certain 
laws of physics and certain laws of hu
man conduct. 

This bill also reminds me of a famous 
story told by Riley Wilson. a well-known 
character of my State who used to tell 
a story about old man Tom Adkins. 
Tom lived back in the country, in the 
early days, when there was plenty of 
timber, and h~ cut a "passel" of logs and 
floated them down Twelve Pole Creek 
and brought them to the market. His 
boy went along the bank of the river, 
riding one mule and leading another 
one. They sold the logs for more money 
than old man· Tom had ever seen in his 
life. So old man Tom caroused around 
a little bit and drank a lot of sodapop 
and smoked some cigars. He .started 
out on his mule, with his boy beside 
him-, returning home. When they got 
to the edge of town, the boy said, "Pap, 
we forgot something." Old man Tom 
said, "What did we forget, son?" He 
said, "We didn't get nothing for Ma." 
The old man said, "That's right, son. I'll 
light and tie, and you go back to Em
mons-Hawkins Hardware Co., and get 
her a new ax." That is what the pend
ing measure does. It lights and ties, 
and sends labor back to get a new axe, 
with which to try to get their rights. 

In giving expression to the Taft
Hartley bill, Congress has invited the 
Rube Goldberg type of act-the type of 
things that forgets the rules of physics, 
but particularly forgets the rules of 
human behavior. When the Congress 
gets time, if they do get it-and I pray 
to God we shall have time, before we 
finish-to take another good look at the 
bill particularly comparing it with the 
all~ged-I use the word "alleged" cor
rectly-portal-to-portal bill, which was 
passed 2 or 3 weeks ago, 1 think we shall 
notice the ftaw. I think we shall ponder 
the effect, and I think we shall consign 
the bill to that oblivion it so justly de-

serves. The bill looks superficially at
tractive, when studied without reference 
to other bills upon the statute books and 
appears as an easy blueprint for avoid
ing disputes between individuals and 
groups, through the Government~s for
bidding them to have any dtspute. 
Sonat(}rS know how that works. If it 
w~rked we should not have criminal 
courts. ' Actually it is a congressional 
guide-to further confusion in our coun
try's industrial relations. I say-that most 
advisedly. 

Mr. President, I come from a Sta~~ that 
probably has as high a percentage of 
organized labor as any State in the Union. 
I began in the oil fields of that State, 
dealing with unorganized labor. I spent 
25 years in the coal fields of that State, 
part of the time dealing with unorganized 
labor, part of the time dealing with or
ganized labor. I know the many prob
lems that beset management-labor rela
tions. Only 2 ·weeks ago, I sat down 
with one of the .leading coal operators 
in the State. We were discussing this 
particular bill. He said, "Tl:ii.s bill is 
evidence that Congress did not have suf
ficient knowledge of industry-labor rela
tions to pass a security bill." He said 
he had hoped for one, but he was di~
appointed. He stated the pending meas
ure would not work. Said he, "Take the 
closed-shop theory; I do not want a 
mine, part union and part nonunion: 
I want my mine either all union or no 
union." He said, "From years of ex
perience, I prefer to have it all union, 
provided the union has sensible leader
ship." That was the statement of a 
hard-boiled, hard-bitten industrialist of 
my State. 

The fact that the bill if it Lecomes a 
law will cause further confusion has 
been noted by many persons other than 
myself. I refer to employers' groups, in 
addition to labor leaders, the churches, 
the civil spokesmen. the public members 
of our War Labor Board. I am not 
speaking of those appointed from the 
ranks of labor; I am talking about the 
public members, who in the main were 
recruited from industry. That board 
functioned through VJ-day, doing really 
excellent work. They have all warned 
that serious harm to the Nation will be 
done by advocating that labor-manage
ment relations be guided by provisions 
of the so-called Taft-Hartley bill. 

The Prentiss-Hall Organization, which 
publishes very valuable analyses of in
dustrial relation practices and policies 
for a group of readers who are largely 
coin posed of corporation personnel di
rectors, had this to say very recently: 

It it becomes law, labor-management re
lations aren't going to be any simpler. If 
anything, they will become more complex. 

That, coming from Prentiss-Hall, Mr. 
President, is rather significant to me, 
because I have alwayE considered that 
publication as extreme!~ conservative, 
on the employer side. 

The executive labor letter, which is 
also printed exclusively for business read
ers, warns : . 

The blll promises greater .industrial strife, 
a tremendous increase in time-consuming 
lawsuits; and a rapid growth in Gove:nment 
control over relations between management 
and labor. 
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Mr. President, in our numerous efforts 

to preserve free enterprise, why should 
we introduce the question of man~ge
ment and labor in ·an endeavor to con
trol all management, or shall I say all 
industry? That is certainly a . very 
strange fruit from a bill sponsored by 
Republicans who, during all .these years, 
have cried out in solemn tones _against 
"government interference," against "bu
reaucracy," against "centralization of 
affairs in Washington"? Is not that a 
statement of fact? Is that not. some
thing that has gone on for the past 
5 years-those very cries from · the op
position to the administration? . Yet it 
seems that, at the first opportunity, the 
same people who cried those things have 
rushed headlong into a dangerous ex
periment in-I hate to say it, but .it 
amounts to industrial dictatorship, be
cause when an employer is told what he 
can and cannot cio by contract with his 
employees that is industrial dictatorship. 
The cries I have mentioned were heard 
against Franklin D. Roosevelt through
out his administration, in spite of the 
war c .. ·isis. Charges were being made 
that he was trying to dictate to industry, 
that he was trying to dictate to capital, 
that he was trying to dictate to labor. 
The first thing that is done after the 
death of our late lamented President ·is 
the passing of a bill by. the Congress 
which of itself amounts to an industrial 
dictatorshiP-the very thing we have 
condemned in the past, the very thing 
we have inveighed against in the past, 
the very thing against which we have 
preached ever since, shall I say, 1936. 

Let us also look for a moment at the 
proposals of the bill for · changing the 
structure and functions of the National 
Labor Relations Board. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. PresiC:ent, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from West Virginia yield 
to the Senator from Rhode Island for 
a question? 

Mr. KILGORE. ·I yield. 
Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Pr~sident, the 

Senator has spoken to us about indus
trial dictatorship and made allusions to 
the Roosevelt administration. The Sen
ator comes from a highly industrialized 
State, a coal-mining State. I am won
dering if at this time it would not be 
appropriate for him to tell us a little 
bit of the history of workers in the coal 
mines under the industrial dictatorships 
as he knew them in his younger days. 
I think it might be appropriate if the 
Senator would tell us a little about what 
went on in the coal-mining industry of 
his State before labor was given the 
right to organize, and what might be 
the Senator's prediction as to the con
sequences or the passage of the pending 
measure, in driving labor back to what 
I think was its condition in those days. 

Mr. KILGORE. I thank the Senator 
from Rhode Island. May I say, Mr. 
President, that I well remember those 
days. I remember them entirely too 
well. I remember the days when coal 
miners and their wives were marched 
to the polls by the foreman~ in columns 
of two, and were told e~actly how .to vote 
the ticket. If they did not vote, they 
found their furniture in the 'middle ef 
the road. 

I remember in other industries that 
the same thing was done. I remember 
that since we have gotten to the point 
where a man may not be discharged ex
cept for an · indu'strial "misdemeanor," 
if I may call it that, such conditions 
have ceased to exist. I might cite a 
county other than my own, the county 
of McDowell, which used to go 6,000 on 
one side of the column. At the present 
time, with the voters free from fear of 
being discharged, it goes 6,000 on the 
other side of the column; but the men 
now have the right to vote as they 
please, and they cannot be discharged 
for voting the wrong way, either in the 
primary or in the general election. 
That is the result of the removal of in
dustrial dictatorship. 

I also remember when one was re
quired to obtain permission from the 
sheriff, in some counties, before being 
allowed to alight from a train. I also 
remember that a lawyer found it neces
sary to obtain permission from the self 
same sheriff, before he could practice 
law in the courts of the county, no mat
ter whether he was a member of the bar 
or not. I remember when one used to 
be a target for gunfire if he was un
known, and if he had no one to vouch 
for him. 

Those days are gone I hope forever. 
My State is now a law-abiding State. 
We live according to the dictates of the 
laws of the State of West Virginia. We 
conduct our elections in the same way, 
despite what certain people may say. 
Our people are free of dictatorship, due 
largely to the fact of one clause only 
in a contract, namely, that a man may 
not be discharged except for cause
and voting the wrong way is not con
sidered cause for removal. 

I hope that is a sufficient explanation 
for the Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. McGRATH. I had hoped the 
Senator might review certain working 
conditions. 

The . PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator yield to the Senator from 
Rhode Island for a question? 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield for another 
question, yes. 

Mr. McGRATH. I had hoped the 
Senator might review for us certain of 
the wori{ing conditions in the days of 
unorganized mine workers. I was not 
thinking so much in terms of their 
political enslavement as I was of their 
industrial enslavement. • 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, in the interest of protecting the 
rights of the Senator from West Vir
ginia, must call the attention of the 
able Senator from Rhode Island to the 
fact that he is privileged to inquire, 
in the form of a question, from the Sen
ator from West Virginia; otherwise a 
point of order might be raised, that the 
Senator had already spoken once. The 
Chair merely reminds the Senator from 
Rhode Island that the interruption must 
be in the nature of a question. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. President, I 
would ask that the Official Reporter place 
a question mark after my last remarks, 
and I think they will appear to be a 
proper question. 

Mr. KILGORE. I think that I can 
explain the questions raised by the dis-

tinguished Senator from Rhode Island, 
because I am rather familiar with them. 
In mine safety conditions, the safety of 
the worker has risen in the State, under 
a contractual system which has been a 
free contractual system, protected only 
by the Wagner Act. With the exception 
of one, every company in the State oper
ates under a contract authorized by that 
act. I find no particular opposition 
from operators in my State to going 
ahead with a similar contract, so long 
as a similar situation prevails in the rest 
of the country. Additional safety pre
cautions have been provided, additional 
protection for the home, additional 
health and welfare services ha~ been 
provided for the mining community. 

It is necessary to be around a mining 
community in order to understand what 
those things mean. I can remember 
when there were shanties, like box stalls 
at a cheap, two-bit race track, housing 
a family. In place of the shanties there 
are now decent frame houses. There is 
less pneumonia and fever, and miner's 
asthma is not so prevalent. Many simi
lar conditions that formerly prevailed 
have been eradicated, and it has all been 
the result of free contractual service. 
I think any Senator can realize how keen 
my feelings are on the question of collec
tive bargaining, because it has done so 
much for my State, and because it has 
·meant so much to us. In 1920, for in
stance, a representative of the United 
States Department of Education stopped 
in Logan County and, lest I be accused 
of playing politics, may I say that, at 
that particular time, the sheriff of Lo
gan County and also the county admin
istration happened to be Democratic. 
The man referred to had to get back on 
the train and leave town; he was not 
allowed to check in. At that time it was 
not a question of what party one be
longed to; it was a question of what gang 
he belonged to. Sometimes I belonged 
to the right gang, sometimes the other 
fellow belonged to the right gang. That 
was a bad situation for the State, and it 
was bad for the people. I want to see 
collective bargaining continued. 

Let us look for a moment at the pro
posals of the pending bill, which Sena
tors are considering passing over the 
Presidential veto; proposals for changes 
in structure and the functions of the 
National Labor Relations Board, the 
Government agency which must admin
ister the legislation which we are con
sidering. It is well known to Senators 
that a law is no better than its admin
istration. I do not know whether it was 
Boies Penrose, or who it was that said, 
"You pass the laws, and let me name the 
administrators, and I will be satisfied." 
The success of any law depends upon th~ 
administrative agency set up to execute 
i~ -

The alterat1ons in the National Labor 
Relations Board guarantee in advance 
that this bill will be sendin.2' both em
ployers and union leadefs, not to mention 
the Government executives themselves, 
on frequent trips to the aspirin bottle, or 
someone may want something a little bit 
stronger. Under the set-up provided in 
the bill I defy anyone to figure a way to 
prevent the bill producing a multitude of 
headaches for either side, and, I may say 
particularly for the Government. 



... 

7418 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE JUNE 20 

First of all, the bill enlarges the Board 
from 3 to 5 members. Clearly the fram-

. ers of the proposed law have very little 
faith in any man the President-and I 
may suggest for the benefit of aspirants 
who may be in the Chamber, any of his 
successors-might nominate, or that the 
Senate, this deliberative body,_might con
firm, to seats on ·this agency, for the bill 
immediately thereafter provides that the 
general counsel of the Labor Board shall 
be responsible, not to the 5 members of 
the Board for whom he is general counsel, 
but to the White House and to Congress. 
In other words, there is a general counsel 
who is a law unto himself, and there are 5 
members who cannot tell him what to 
do, and yet he is their counsel. 

The Board is denied the power to select 
its own chief counsel, the man who will 
determine what the Board's legal policy 
shall be. That is set forth in the bill. 
The chief attorney, who is appointed by 
the president and confirmed by the Sen
ate becomes a power in his own right, 
without reference to anybody else. In 
other words, why have the Board, if we 
are going to have a chief counsel with 
complete power? 

If he is at odds with the five members 
· of the Board, the Board cannot remove 

him from office. If he fails to observe the 
policies determined by the Board, they 
have no recourse except admonition, 
chiding him gently. · 

This is a new and entirely monstrous 
departure in the administration of gov
ernment, something that never has hap
pened before, the attorney being divorced 
from his client so completely that he 
handles a case without either advice or 
direction from the client. 

We are fortunate that there was no 
Republican majority in Congress to for
bid General Marshall choosing the man 
whom he wanted to head his intelligence 
section, for instance, or to prevent Gen
eral !i'.Jsenhower from removing incompe
tent officers in his command during our 
invasion of Europe. I think we would 
have been in horrible shape if the Chief 
of Staff under Eisenhower could have 
gone on operating despite the decisions 
of the Supreme Commander. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

BALDWIN in the chair). Does the Sena
tor from West Virginia yield to the Sen
ator from Maine? 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. BREWSTER. I ask the Senator 

whether. or not the distinguished Sena
tor from West Virginia did not do his 
best to remove the Chief of the Army 
Supply Service during the war. 

Mr. KILGORE. I joined with the dis
tinguished Senator from Maine in trying 
to curb the activities of the Chief of. the 
Service of Supply during the war, when 
he sought to become Chief of Staff. I 
think the Senator from Maine will .admit 
that I am correct in the statement that 
it · was the joint action of the Senator 
from We~t Virginia and the Senator 
from Maine. It was not intended to curb 
his legitimate activities, but to keep him 
from engaging in some activities of 
which we did not approve. 

Mr. President, this bill goes even.a step 
further than the terrible divergence of 
control about which I have spoken. One 
would think that Jn creating a Govern-

ment agency the heads of the organiza
tion would be given the power to meet 
their responsibilities. Is not that · nor
mal in government? When an agency is 
created, do we not give the head of the 
agency the power to meet responsibilities, 
or do we simply create it and say, "God 
be with you. I hope the people play ball 
and give you what you want." 

No; we give them the J?Ower to per
form the duties of their office, the power 
to meet the situations which arise as 
time goes on, and if Congress fails to 
give them the necessary power, we make 
of their administration a failure, as does 
the legislatur.e of a State or the council 
of a city when they create an agency and 
fail to give it pbwer. But this bill denies 
such right to the members of the Na
tional Labor Relations Board. All the 
lawyers, all the regional officers, are re
sponsible, not to the Board which mu:st 
determine policy, and which must en
force the act, and which must be respon
sible for its satisfactory performance. 

We never charge a lawyer for losing 
a case. The man who gets charged is the 
one who is hung. If a lawyer defends a 
man for murder and he loses his case, 
we do not hang-theJawyer, w~ hang the 
man-for which I, as a lawyer, am duly 
thankful. 

The Board members in reality are re-
. sponsible to the counsel, who is a power 
unto himself, and. who is removed from 
criticism, the Board taking the rap, the 
counsel taking the salary and controlling 
the situation. Mr. President, that is bad 
legislatively, it is bad administratively, 
it is bad governmental policy, a bad set
up, 

That is not all. The members of the 
Board are forbidden to maintain a re
viewing staff to review cases. Under the 
bill there are no concessions made to ef
ficiency. It demands that each member 
of the Board or his secretary or legal as
sistant must personally read every one 
of the hundreds of thousands of pages of 
legal documents on which the Board 
must make its final decision. 

Mr. President, as an illustration, let me 
suggest that a few days ago in discussing 
the Reed bill the distinguishec Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. ToBEY] lifted 
up the printed record on the Reed bill, 
just one of seven or eight thousand bills 
which come before the Senate, and after 
looking at it suggested that it probably 
would take 10 days' time to read it. I 
tried ·it out. He was overoptimistic. I 
think it would take 12 days. Can any
one imagine a member of this Board, 
with the assistance of a stenographer 
and one attorney, going over the record 
in every case that came before the Board 
for final disposition? 

Some of the sponsors of the bill have 
complained about bureaucracy, but this 
bill seems to come straight from Alice 
in Wonderland. 

"The time has come,'' the walrus said, 
"To talk of many things: 

Of shoes-and ships-and sealing wax
Of cabbages-and kings." 

Sometimes I think this biH gets into 
the cabbages and kings idea of the ad
ministration when it removes a .Jawyer 
from his client, removes the staff from 
the client, and yet blames the client for 
what happens. 

Futw·e members of the National Labor 
Relations Board, if they take their man
date seriously, will have no time to think 
of long-range policy or of the human re
lations in industry. The bill demands 
that they become bookworms, that they 
spend their days and their nights, and 
such time as comes in between, working 
on a mass-productio_n basis, going over 
these records. 

We would do better to appoint five 
photoelectric cells to the· Labor Board, 
since . these rules -require, not men, but 
rapid-fire machines to scan the work 
arising out of hotly contested cases in 
every industry and in every section of 
the country. It often makes me think of 
a Chinese gentleman named Wang, 
in a town where I went to college. We 
used to ask Wang how long he worked, 
and he said 25 hours a day, and when we 
asked him what he did the rest of the 

• time, he said the rest of the time he slept. 
It looks to me as if these fellows will have 
to work 25 hours a day and then sleep in 
between time. If they do any adminis
trative work they will have to do it be
tween times in the 25 hours a day, under 
the bill. · 

Mr. President, that is not the . whole 
story. The bill specifically forbids the 
National Labor Relations Board to hire 
economic experts: W!! are not going to 
get five economists on this Board. If we 
did, they would hot be worth anything 
as lawyers and as judges-, yet they will 
not be able to hire economic experts to 
pass o_n whether or not a wage scale is 
fair and whether it will work. Never
theless· such experts are necessary to 
study industrial relations, to study com-· 
pany statistical records, to help com
pute back-pay obligations of companies, 
to provide the necessary advice for the 
Board to determine what is and what is 
not fair in the way of wages. But they 
are forbidden to hire such men. 

Whom are they . going to get? Will 
the Board proceed along the line · of in
telligent guesses we hear so much about? 
How a Government agency concerned 
week iu and week out with problems 
arising out of economic conditions can 
function without the help of economists 
is a question I cannot answer. I would 
as soor ... operate a mine without a mining 
engineer as to try to establish a wage 
scale without an economic staff who can 
study the economics of the situation. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from West Virginia yield for a 
question? 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield for a question. 
Mr~ MORSE. Am I to understand 

that the Senator from West Virginia · 
feels that if the National Labor Rela
tions Board is to work effectively in the 
settlement of industrial disputes by the 
use of peaceful procedures, it needs a 
staff of trained economists to collect for 
the Board and to make available to the 
Board data bearing upon cases under 
consideration? 

Mr. · KILGORE. There can be no 
question about that. It is utterly im
possible to reach a fair.-wage scale and 
to reach a fair meeting of the minds be-
· tween employers and employees unless 
ther.e are economists who can study both 
sides of. 'the case and give an impartial 
opinion, a long-range opinion. 
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Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator agree 

that the type of case that is submitted 
to the National Labor Relations Board 
fo.v decision is quite different in its na
ture from the ordinary type of case that 
is submitted to a common-law court for 
decision? 

Mr. KILGORE. Unquestionably. It 
is a case in which it is necessary to ana
lyze costs, sal~s. man-hour work. It re
quires a very detailed analysis to deter
mine what is a fair answer. 

Frequently in common-law courts the 
Senator, as a lawyer, well knows that 
economists as experts are called in. But 
in the labor relations field they are far 
more essential, because, as in medicine 
there is diagnosis and prognosis, not 
merely diagnosis but prognosis as well. 
One is prophesying what is going to hap
pen, and it is a field in which economics 
is of the utmost value. 

Mr: MORSE. Does the Senator agree 
that in the ordinary issues before a com
mon-law court in a civil case, the court 
is able to rely upon the briefs and the 
arcuments of counsel for determination 
of the issue in accordance with the law 
which the court has before it to adminis
ter, whereas in a case before the National 
Labor Relations Board, the Board is 
dealing primarily, in most instances, not 
with legal issues, but with determinations 

_of economic factors which have given 
rise to a dispute between an employer 
and an employee? 

Mr. KILGORE. That is correct. The 
situation of the National Labor Rela
tions Board is more nearly parallel with 
that of a court in chancery, in which we 
try to work out an equity based on esti
mates, as compared with a suit in law 

· in which we ·are dealing with facts in 
esse, which we can multiply and divide 
and get at the result. I think the dif
ference is best expressed that way, from 
a lawyer's viewpoint. But I think it goes 
even further than that, because there is 
a bit of prophecy, like the bit of prophecy 
that is necessary, shall we say, in a man
damus proceeding in a court of chancery, 
in which one has to see into the future, 
and there has to be a certain amount of 
prognosis. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it not true that in the 
field of administrative law, there rests 
upon the administrative tribunal a re
sponsibility to get for itseH, if necessary, 
provided counsel for the two sides are not 
providing data, the necessary data upon 
which a fair judgment can be rendered 
on the issues? 

Mr. KILGORE. That is one of the dif
ferences between an administrative 
handling of a matter and a judicial 

• handling. In the judicial handling, the 
court can leave it up to what is proved, 
but there is a duty upon an administra
tive court to go further than . that. to 
try of its own volition to find what is 
the correct solution, which does not rest 
upon a court of law. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
West Virginia agree with me that in the 
drafting of the particular bill before us 
for consideration an error has been made 
so far as the final workability of the law 
is concerned, in that there has been too 
much of a commingling of common-law 
court procedures with administrative 
law procedurt:s, as illustrated by tpe par-

ticular point the Senator from West Vir
ginia is raising now, in that the bill 
eliminates from the Board the services of 
economists? 

Mr. KILGORE. I may say to tl:e 
Senator from Oregon that in my opinion 
the bill creates a court and gives it an ad
ministrative problem to deal with, with 
only the judicial power of a common law 
court, or even less, I may say. I think 
that is the best description that can be 
made of it. We create an administrative 
court, but we give it only the power of 
a common law court in its administra
tion. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for the last question? 

Mr. KILGORE. Yes. 
Mr. MORSE. I am to under-stand, 

then, am I, that the criticism of the bill 
the Senator from West Virginia is trying 

. to get acr.oss at this point is that the bill 
purports to give to the tribunal created 
under it administrative law functions, 
but gives it as its tool of procedure pri
marily common law procequre? 

Mr. KILGORE. I may express it per
haps a little better than that. . It gives 
it administrative court duties with com-
mon law powers. · 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. BALD
WIN in the chair). Does the Senator 
from West Virginta yield to the Senator 
from Michigan? 

Mr. KILGORE. Yes. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Am I to under

stand from the last colloquy that it is 
the opinion of the Senator from West 
Virginia that this administrative board 
can go outside the n~~ord, build up its 
own record unbeknown to the union or 
the company, and make a decision based 
on what it may find from the opi~ion of 
its own economists outside the record? · 
Is that what we are to under~tand? 

Mr. KILGORE. No. 
Mr. FERGUSON. So that we may 

keep the record straight with respect to 
the duties, will the Senator explain? 

Mr. KILGORE. I may say to the Sen
ator from Michigan .that the court has 
duties thrust upon it which it has no 
power to carry out, and the people of 
the United States have a right to believe 
that having duties thrust upon it, it has 
powers~ and when those powers are re
moved the court is limited in its func
tions. 

Mr. President, getting back to the main 
topic. Unfortunately, workers and em
ployers will have no need to wait until 
their case goes to Washington before 
they discover themselves wrapped firmly 
in the embraces of the Taft-Hartley bill's 
red tape. Senators have all heard 
speeches designed to convince the gen
eral public that the bill is merely a mild
! love that word "mild"-cure for 
abuses-! have heard carbolic acid 50-
percent diluted called mild compared 
with the straight solution-and that in 
no fundamental way does the bill act to 
curb or restrict collective bargaining. To 
anyone who has taken the trouble to read 
the bill, that type of assertion is pure 
propaganda. It has no connection with 
f.act whatsoever, and no cpnnection with 
the wording of the bill. Actually, in sec
tion after section, the impact of. the bill 

will be to disturb, if not destroy, the har
monious process of reaching agreement 
.between labor and management by for
bidding certain kinds of contracts. It 
provides rewards and bonuses to those 
sinister forces in our industrial commu
nity which seek to escape the responsi
bility for reaching accord with the work
ingmen and the workingwomen. It 
loads the dice, for instance, against fair 
and open collective bargaining. It loads 
the dice in a subtle and. in a vicious way 
which the lay public, unacquainted with 
the technical details of industrial rela
tions, can little appreciate. But the pub
lic will find out all too soon if the bill be
comes law that the Taft-Hartley pro
posals are a mighty obstacle rather than 
a gu~Qe to industrial peace and full pro
duct:ft5n. 

Mr. President, I may say that were it 
·not for my hope for national security in 
the ensuing months I should like to see 
the bill experimented with just to con
vince the public how many strikes, how 
much industrial disharmony, how much 
P,isturbance it will promote. For exam
ple, workers in a particular plant may 
have had one union to represent them 
for a- long period of years. There may 
have been an uninterrupted period of 
good relations with the employers. In 
my own State I know of hundreds of such 
plants, some of them union and some 
nonunion. There may be the highest 
degree of cooperation and good will be
tween the union, or the employees in the 
case of a nonunion plant, and the com
pany. But in the event any small group 
in the plant or the mine wants to split 
that bargaining unit and destroy the 
pattern . of harmony, the bill allows the 
National Labor Relations Board no · 
choice but to order separate election 
for a small handful of workers. And, 
incidentally, when the employer decides 
to call an election he can call one. 

Let us take two plants, A plant and B 
·plant Both of them have h~d good in
dustrial relations. NP.ither is a union 
plant. The employees do not belong to 
any union. They have gotten along with 
the emp1oyers. A· nPW man comes in and 
buys B plant, the competitor of A plant. 
He asks for an eltction. He receives it, 
and tlle plant elects no union. Under 
the provisions of the portal-to-portal 
pay bill-and we cannot read one section 
of the law without reading others-he 
has 12 months in wl.tich he can increase 
hours an~ cut wages and do anything he 
wants to, and he cannot be sued. Mr. 
President, he either crucifies his com
petitor or he starts a strike the like of 
which has not been seen in that indus
try. However, the Board cannot take 
into account the good or the bad of the 
situation. It mus_t mechanically order 
the election, with the possible destruc
tion of the pattern of harmony that has 
prevailed, and once the election is held 
another election cannot be held for 12 
months. I an: in favor of the limitation 
of 12 months. But I do not believe the 
employer should call for an election. It 
is just like the owner of a lodge hall ask
ing for a charter for a lodge in order to 
put a lodge in the hall. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield. 
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Mr. McFARLAND. I ask the Senator 
if he does. not believe that one of the 
troubles with the bill is that the rights of 
both labor and industry are not clearly 
stated; that the bill is so written that al
most all its provisions will require law
suits to determine what the respective 
rights are? .. 

Mr. KILGORE. I may say to the dis
tinguish~ i Senator from Arizona that I 
think it would be a very advantageous 
proposition if every law·yer and United 
States Senator resigned and went home 
to his own State and secured employ
ment .in settling the various lawsuits 
which are going to grow out of the bill. 
The bill is going to be a godsend to law
yers, because there are so many things · 
left open in it to court interpretatio , a11d 
interpretation may be m·lde in various 
ways in various States, because in the 
bill we have even left various questions · 
to be drcideu under various State laws. 
There is no . uniformity. One cannot go 
into the Federal courts and secure· deci
sions on certain points. I thank the Sen
ator from Arizona for his question. 
What he brought out is one of the great 
weaknesses of the bill, that is, that there 
is no definiteness about it. There is too 
much left for interpretation. There is 
too much left for court action. The 
court action which will be taken in the 
future will result in litigation for the next 
5 years. 

Mr. McFARLAND. _ Of course, when 
the law is finally. interpreted by the 
courts, it will be a better law. But does 
the Senator not think that, in the mean
time, that will cause strife .in the indus
tries and probably strikes? 

Mr. KILGORE. It is bound to, be-
. cause everything that calls for court 
interpretation is g'bing to result in strife. 
Strikes are going to be begun, and then 
court interpretations secured. Strikes 
will be brought about, and -court inter
pretations made. There is going. to be 
continual strife in the industry until 
every feature of the bill can be inter
preted. It was drawn by a law firm, I 
think, with that in vie~. 

Mr, President, while any group may 
automatically seek to disrupt an estab
lished functioning mechanism for reach
ing an agreement, the bill applies an an
or-nothing yardstick, when unions or
ganize . a previously unorganized plant. 
The bill overturns the time-tested doc
trine, for instance, of the National Labor 
Relations Board. That, Mr. President, 
is a dangerous thing to do. The Board 
operated through one of the greatest 
crises in the- history of the United 
States, through which collective-bar
gaining units were established on the 
broadest possible base, and to meet the 
greatest possible production. In some 
industries, unions have been able only 
to organize sections or departments of a 
particular factory. The Board has rec
ognized in the past this process by set
ting up bargaining units on a depart
ment of section basis, pending final or
ganization at some possible future date. 
In West Virginia we have a plant which 
has a CIO union in one section and an 
AFL union in another section. Yet it 
gets along with its workers. They do 
not have any trouble. Each union has 
its own bargaining policY. its ow~ bar-

gaining group. Mr. President, the Board 
recognized that process a long · time ago. 
Such a policy of gradualism and com
mon sense would. be outlawed by· the 
Taft-Hartley bill. Only if a union has 
organized every section and every de
partment may. it become the bargaining 
~gent of the workers involved. All, or 
nothing at all, says the bill. 

Mr. President, I diverge at this pqint. 
I grew up in a little unorganized indus
try, the oil fields. When I was a boy 
no one heard of a union because every
one treated oil workers fairly. We were 
the highest paid employees in the United 
States. It required a high degree of skill 
and a high degree of knowledge, and we 
were well paid for it and we responded 
accordingly. It has only been in recent 
years that that business has gone union. 
It only went union when the companies 
operating became so large that someone 
had to deal with them collectively. In 
my day and time, Mr. President, a con
tractor who employed 48 men was a big 
man. The oil companies did not try. to 
drill. They . employed contractors. So 
we did not have unions. We became 
highly concentrated, and when the com
panies started doing their own drilling 
and when various other things came in, 
then for the first time we secured col
lective b~rgaining. We never had it un
til that time. We would not have had 
it even now but for the fact, Mr. Presi
dent, that someone in Pittsburgh, some
one in New York, someone in Oil City, or 
someone in Boston undertook to tell the 
field superintendent how much to pay 
Joe Doakes, and·Joe realized that he was 
not being paid enough. So Joe joined 
the union. And someone in New York, 
wanting more profit for the oil, without 
considering the livelihood of Joe Doakes 
·and his wife and children, lowered the 
pay, at the same time upping the living 
cost. 

Mr. President, the Board has recog
nized the process of setting up bargain
ing units in departments, pending some 
possible organization at some future 
date, as absolutely essential to the eco
nomic organization of a plant. Such a 
policy of gradualism, as I stated, and 
common sense, would be outlawed by the 
bill. Only if a union has organized every 
section, as I said before. every division, 
every department of the plant, can the 
bargaining of the workers prevail. In 
other words, the bill is an all or nothing 
bill. A union has to control all the plant 
or it cannot control any of it. 

This double standard runs throughout 
the entire bill. A union is liable to dam
age suit for the action of every single 
member, even if he be a company-paid · 
union agent assgned to cause trouble and 
violence. 

Mr. President, let us suppose that a 
commission sales agent of the Aetna In
surance Co. could cause his company to 
be sued in case he ran over someone. 
That is what the bill would do with re
spect to unions. If we applied the same 
rule to corporations, there is not a cor
poration in the United States of America 
that would dare to employ anyone. They 
could not have a single employee, even 
on a commission basis. Yet, that is the 
ru1e we try to appl:y to the unions, even 

/ 

with respect to the committee at the mi_ne 
in the mine field-thett agents. All that 
is necessary to be done is to hire some 
fellow and put him on the committee. If 
any Senator does not believe that, I sug
gest that he read the report of the La 
Follette Committee on Industrial Prac
tices, based on the hearings held by a 
Senate committee some 7 years ago, prac
tices which still persist in the industries -
of the United States respecting what are 
commonly called company stooges, who 
can be shoved into jobs in the union in 
order to cause trouble. It is a common 
occurrence to have such stooges. Every 
coal company has them. They are men 
who belong to the union, who work at the 
plant, but who are on the company pay 
roll. I have often seen union presidents, 
secretaries, members of the board, and 
others who quietly drew a cash payment 
from the company. That was all shown 
up, as I said, in the La Follette report. 
Suppose the company wanted to wreck 
the international headquarters; all the 
company had to do was. to get some of 
those fellows to do something detri
mental. 

Let us say someone wished to sue a 
coal company for damages caused by its 
agents. He would not need the provi
sions of the Taft-Hartley bill to do that. 
There is a deci::;ion of the United States 
Supreme. Court on that point in the case 
of Willis Branch Coal Company against 
the United Mine Workers of America, 
which was trled in 1921 from the· State 
of West Virginia, in which the Willis 
Branch Coal Co. recover'ed from the 
United Mine Workers of America ap
proximately $485,000-and they got the 
money-for an explosion that wrecked a 
tipple. But they had to prove that tb.e 
e.xplosion occurred under the order of 
the executive committee of the United 
Mine Workers. 

In my State at one time we had what 
was known as the Lo~an march. That 
was one of the situations I was talking 
about a while ago, in·which it was nec
essary to get a special license fro~ the 
sheriff to practice law in certain coun
ties. Some were Democrats and some 
were Republicans, so I cannot blame 
that on either party. It was purely· an 
industrial situation. In those counties 
the sheriff got 5 cents a ton. When I 
think of the howl that is raised over the 
5-cents-a-ton welfare fund, I think of 
the 5 cents a ton that they used to pay 
the sheriff for protection. In Logan 
County a sheriff got rich at the rate of 
5 cents a ton, just as the sheriffs did in 
McDowell and Mingo and other counties. 
When they undertook to discuss the . 
question of organization with the miners 
of Mingo County, the sheriff there would 
not let them off the trains. So they 
undertook to go through Logan County; 
and the sheriff there, working with the 
sheriff of Mingo County, refused to let 
them do so. So they went back and got 
some shotguns and rifles, and then re
turned, and there was a first-class civil 
war, purely because of an endeavor to 
tell those people about organization. 

Mr. President, similar situations might 
arise under the Taft-Hartley bill. I 
want -to avoid such situations. 

Under this bill the union is liable to 
damage suits for the actions of any 
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member of the union, even if he is a 
paid company stooge or if he is an agent 
assigned to cause trouble and violence. 
That is a practice that the Senate Civil 
Liberties Committee discovered to be 
widespread, in its investigations· a few 
years ago; and it was not confined to· 
the coal industry by any means. It also 
existed in the steel industry and in the 
automobile industry and other indus
tries. But the same bill provides that a 
company need not be responsible for the , 
illegal activities of even its own super
visors. This is a doubtful, lop-sided 
piece of legislation which we as Mem
bers of the Senate passed, to my regret, 
and are now asked to pass over the 
President's veto. Unless a supervisory 
employee has specifically been desig
nated as a company agent, the com
pany will not be held responsible for 
the illegal activities of that person. 

I am reminded of Lawrence DWYer, 
who worked for the Raleigh Coal & 
Coke Co. many years agQ, about 1901. 
One day he went into the mine, and 
discovered that the top of, the room in 
which he was working was coming down. 
He called that to the attention of the 
mine foreman. At that time there was 
about three-quarters of a carload of coal 
backed up against the face. He asked the 
mine foreman for more props to prop up 
that top. The mine foreman told him to 
get in there and get that coal out. 

Dwyer wa·s a young man with -a wife 
and two children, and he said, "Oh, that 
is dangerous." 

The foreman said, "Get in there and 
get that coal out, or else vacate your 
house tonight." 

So Lawrence Dwyer went in and got 
part of the coal out; he got about half of 
it out, and then the top came down, just 
as he expected it would. He managed to 
jump over to the rib, which is the side 
wall of the room, and he only lost part of 
his leg-about 6 inches below the hip. 

He went to the hospital. Of course, he 
lost his job; he could not hold it. 

VVhen he sued the company for the 
negligence of the mine foreman in send
ing him into a dangerous room, the com
pany contended that the foreman, under 
the old pilot rule, was not representing 
the company; and Dwyer lost his suit. 
That man became known as Peggy Dwyer, 
and he, together with Mother Jones, 
started the 1903 strike against the ~a
leigh Coal & Coke Co. and organized 
VVest Virginia and stirred up probably 
more disturbance over a piece of legal 
injustice that was perpetrated on him by 
the courts of my State than was ever 
stirred up before. I think he was justi
fied in what he did, although he broke the 
company he worked for and broke anum
ber of other companies in doing so. 

I say that if we persist with legisla
tion of this type, we shall make Peggy 
Dwyers-he was Lawrence Dwyer, if you 
please; I knew him, and he was an Irish.
man and a gentleman, despite his feel
ings-we shall make Peggy Dwyers out of 
a great many workers in this country. 
Mr. President, that is something we must 
guard against. 

The Logan march, as I said, was used to 
wreck the unions. It was stirred up and 
fomented to wreck the unions in my 
State; and as a result Of that, we went 

into a situation of" political peonage in· 
~hich the legal voters had to vote as they 
were told. 

Later the depression came. VVhen the 
boss could not hire anybody, he could not 
kick .the worker out of a company-owned 
house just because he wanted to get a 
little rent out of him but was unable to 
get it. As· a result, the men who had bec41 
forced out of the union by reason of the 
complete denuding of the union treas
uries came back; and VVest Virginia be
came approximately 99-percent organ
ized as far as the miners were concerned. 
It always had been organized as far r..s 
the railroad workers and most of the 
other workers were concerned, with the 
exception of the steel workers, who were 
organized later. 

Mr. President, one })rovision of this 
bill relates to the necessity of designating 
supervisory employees as agents of the 
company, before the company can be 
held liable for the acts of such· employees. 
I cannot see that any company would be 
so stupid as to do that in any case. For. 
instance, let us consider the superin
tendent of a plant. It would be neces
sary to put on him a badge stating that 
he is an agent, before it would be possible 
to charge the company with any miscon
duct by him. Otherwise, no matter what 
that man might do or say, the plant 
would be free from all liability on that 
account. On the other hand, if a mem
ber of the grievance committee does 
something in the plant, the international 
organization is chargeable for it. That 
shows the lack of fairness of the bill. 

Such provisions cannot help but build 
the fires of resentment in the hearts of 
workers who. find themselves confronted 
with a bill which clearly establishes ob
stacles in the path of organization and 
the maintenance of a union of strength 
and integrity. Everything is set up to 
break it down, and nothing is set up to 
help it hold its own. 

The Taft-Hartley bill goes further 
than to weaken labor's hand at the col
lective-bargaining table. It does much 
to destroy the collective-bargaining 
process itself. Under this bill, no em
ployer need ever discuss with the union 
of his workers any question of modify
ing an agreement during the life of the 
agreement itself. This provision flies 
squarely in the face of a Supreme Court 
decision in 1939 that employers are ob
ligated, under the VVagner Act, to talk 
over proposed changes in an existing 
contract and to discuss interpretations 
of the agreement with the union. A 
proposal such as this could come only 
from persons who do not understand 
collective bargaining, or who do not want 
to see it work-persons who never have 
met a pay roll and who probably never 
hired any workers, and probably could 
not pay them if they did hire them. A 
union agreement is not a mechanical 
device; it is a set of working rules gov
erning human relationships between 
employees and employers; and it should 
be flexible. It should be possible to 
change it so as to meet changing condi
tions. It should be possible to have dis
cussions held between both parties at 
frequent intervals, when questions arise, 
so that the new contract will be ready 
for drafting when the time for it ar-

rives. That is the democratic way. The 
United States Steel Corp., employing 
nearly a quarter of a million workers, 
underst.ands that f~ct, even if the 
sponsors of the Taft-Hartley bill do not. 
The Big Steel contract specifically pro
vides for quarterly discussions between 
the union and the company, at which 
the rules can be studied and difficulties 
worked out. This is the ·democratic 
way, the common-sense approach to a 
difficult problem. But the Taft-Hartley 
bill implies that it is wrong and unpro
ductive. 

I well remember the case of a man 
who was discharged for cause, and I 
wish to refresh the minds of other Sena
tors on the same subject. He was put
ting up brattices in a mine in my State. 
He had a little pride of workmanship 
in putting them up, and he had a habit 
of scratching his initials on them. So 
he did so. They are made o:t: concrete, 
and it is common for miners to scratch 
their names or initials on the brattices 
in the room they are working in. So 
when he finished the job, he put up a 
co~rete brattice, and then he took a nail 
and scratched his initials on the brat
tice. Nevertheless, that was used as an 
excuse to discharge him for ·defacing 
property belonging to the company
simply because he had scratched his 
initials on it, something that had been 
occurring in that mine and every other 
mine for many years. 

Mr. President, I have seen all sorts of 
excuses given. I have heard it said, "VVe 
will cut out this ·section," just so they 
could C:ischarge a man "for cause." I 
have seen them suddenly have a mine
motor break down, and I have seen a 
machine · pulled out of operation, just to 
provide a so-called "cause" for dis
charging the men who had been using 
that machinery. I have seen all sorts 
of things done, with the purpose of dis
charging a man "for cause." I remem
ber that one man was discharged "for 
cause" from the VVeirton steel mill. 
They did not even have to discharge 
him for cause, but they thought it would 
be better. The stated cause .for which 
he was discharged was ~hat he voted for 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, although Ernest 
VV eir told him not to. The real reason 
for discharging him was that he hap
pened to be a shop foreman. That shows 
us what happens "for cause." 

Mr. President, such provisions cannot 
help but build resentment in the hearts 
of workers who find themselves in such 
situations. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. Is it not a fact that, 

taking the provisions of this bill rela
tive to discharge for cause in connection 
with the provisions about not allowing 
any statement to be admitted in evidence 
unless it contains the whole threat-and 
no doubt the Senator has been discuss
ing them-for all practical purposes they 
give the employer arbitrary power to 
discharge a worker any time he commits 
a minor infraction of the rules? Can
not that be construed as "cause"? 

Mr. KILGORE. Certainly. That is 
unquestionable. · There does not have to 
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be any major · cause. Any minor infrac
tion can be regarded as sufficient, and 
will suffice, because the worker is able 
to have so few de{enses. For instance, a 
worker can be insulted; and if he hap
pens to "blow up" and say something to 
the boss, he can be dismissed "for 
cause," despite what the boss may have 
said to him, for, as I have stated, the 
company is not liable for what the boss 
does. I do not know whether a com
pany would he liable for what the presi
dent of the company did or, perhaps, 
for what· the chairman of the board did. 
Perhaps if he were caught napping: he 
might be "hooked," but I doubt whether 
even he would be held responsible. 

But if the poor worker. makes any mis
take, he can be fired "for cause." 

Mr. PEPPER. An~ if cause existed, 
no matter what the rear reason for the 
discharge was---Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER . . As I was saying, if 

cause existed for discharge for an in.
fraction of the rules, no matter what 

· was the real ba.sis of the dischalt"e
perhaps. it · might be his labor activi
ties-is it the opinion. of the Senator 
that he could not be reinstated? 

Mr. KILGORE. That is correct. If 
any violation or infraction of the rules 
cl)uld. be alleged, even though the reason 
for discharging him might be his union 
activities, he could be discharged. Of 
course, he could not be discharged be
cause of his union activities, if that were 
the only cause of complaint . that could 
be stated. But perhaps it might be 
proved that he drew a chalk mark on 
the entryway or hung his hat on the 
wrong hook, or something of that ·sort. 
Such things could be used as ''cause." 
Or perhaps the worker might resent 
something said to him by a foreman or 
superintendent who might have threat
ened him. There are many ways of 
egging a worker into giving a "cause," 
and the bill contains nothin·g to protect 
the workers in any way against such at
tacks, because we must realize that no 
one will be held to be an agent of the 
company unless he wears a badge marked 
"'Agent of the XYZ Company.'' 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? Is 
it a fact, also, that this bill has placed 
a very difficult obstacle in the way of 
proving that the employer did discharge 
the worker for his union activities, by 
denying admissibility to any statement 
of attitude that the employer may make, 
if the statement · does not contain an 
explicit threat? 

Mr. KILGORE. That is correct. In 
fact, the bill has thrown an insurmount
able obstacle, in my opinion, in the. way 
of making it possible for a worker to 
protect himself against being fired for 
union activities. 

Mr. PEPPER. Will the Senator yield 
for a further Question? 

Mr. KILGORE. I am glad to yield for 
a further question. 

Mr. PEPPER. Is not the rule of evi
dence in respect to that matter, as laid 
down in this bill, contrary to. the present 
law or at least the present rulings of 
the National Labor Relations Board? 
So, does not that show that the intention 

was to have the bill make it more difficult 
for an employee to be able to prove that 
he was discharged for his union activity? 

Mr. KILGORE. I say to the Senator 
from Florida that it is not only contrary 
to the present rules of the National Labor 
Relations Board, but "it is also contrary 
to the Anglo-Saxon principles of justice. 

41\. man is presumed to be innocent until 
he is proved guilty, under Anglo-Saxon 
principles of justice; but under this bill 
a man is considered to be guilty unless 
he proves himself innocent. Such a 
rule is contrary to the Anglo-Saxon prin
ciple of justice and contrary to the 
American concept of justice. It is con
trary to the rulings and decisions of our 
courts, and it goes back to the days of 
Napoleon and the Napoleonic code. 

However, that is the kiri.d of law that 
Senators talk about enacting for the 
purpose of settling labor disputes. Mr. 
President, if Senators think the enact
ment of this law will settle labor dis
putes, at least it is clear that such a 

. law has not settled them in other places 
in the world, and l doubt that it will 
settle them in the United States. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, wil; the 
Senator · yield for a further question? 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield . . 
Mr. PEPPER. Does not that simply 

reveal that at that very point of contact 
with the labor-management question, 
some greater burden is added upon labor 
and some added advantage is given to 
the employer by the provisions of this 
bill? ' 

Mr. KILGORE. . Yes. Unfortunately 
at almost every point of this bill we find 
that added .burdens are placed upon the 
workers and the organizations of work
ers, just as was the case under the portal
to-portal bill. That is · an unfortunate 
thing, because those are factors which 
have caused most of the labor unrest in 
Europe and will cause further labor un
rest in the United States. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAIN 

in the chair). Does the Senator from 
West Virginia yield to the Senator from 
Florida? 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. Does the Senator agree 

that, vicious as are the separate provi
sions, the whole put together, each add
ing to the cumulative effect, makes the 
bill simply a distinctly antilabor bill, 
the effect of which will be effectively 
to strangle labor unions of the coun
try? 

Mr. KILGORE. It reminds. me very 
much of a problem in physics I heard of 
recently. The distinguished ·senator 
from Virginia [Mr. RoBERTSON] may re
member this old formula, that while no 
horse of his own power can produce one
horse power, yet 25 horses can pull more 
than a 25-horsepower engine. 

We have the same situation in this 
bill. We have 10 or 15 or 20 different 
hoi·ses pulling in different directions, who 
will do more damage than one concen
trated engine or motive force of the same 
combined power mechanically could do. 
The separate action will be found more 
damaging than the ·concerted action in 
just one direction, but it goes in every 
direction. It is a disturbing factor, a. 
deterrent to peaceful rel~tions between 

employer and employee, which will con
stantly grow and pile up until it be
comes like a snowball gofng down hill , 
and eventually somebody gets rolled un-
der. · 

That same inhuman, mechanical ap
proach runs throughout this vindictive 
piece of legislation. It says, for in
stance, that there can be no oomplaint 
by a union if a worker is fired for 
cause. Yet the whole history of our 
industrial relations has shown that even 
in the most outrageous cases of anti
union discrimination, the ·boss vrovides 
a cause to cloak the dismissal of an 
active union member with a seemingly 
legitimate alibi. A principal activity of 
the Labor Board has been to weigh the 
facts and determine whether a dismis
sal was actually for cause or for -union 
activity. In the future, under this bill, 
it will be barred from even investigating 
such cases. 

The red tape is -particularly in evi
dence when a union ·seeks to secure a 
clause in the collective-bargaining 
agreement to give it security against 
possible efforts at undermining its 
status-efforts which this bill would en
courage in every possible way. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KILGORE. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. PEPPER. Does not the way that 
single provision is· written disclose that 
the design of the authors was not to 
assure freedom of speech to the em
ployer, which would be. a sensible rea
son· for the provision, but to go further 
than that and to make it, as the .Senator 
has already said, almost an insurmount
able difficulty to prove any offense on 
the part of the employer in the dis
charge of the employee? 
... Mr. KILGORE. We are making it so 
easy for the employer to hide behind 
any threatening statement he may want 
to make. He may have said yesterday, 
"I am going to fire you," and tomorrow 
he may say, "I am going to fire anybody 
I don't like,'' and there will be trouble, 
under the bill, connecting the two state
ments together and getting a real 
threat. 

A closed shop is now illegal-despite 
125 years of such contracts. Consider, 
also, the steps a union. must take to win 
even a union-shop or maintenance-of
membership agreement, which at pres
ent covers an estimated 10,000,000 work
ers in industry. The union must first 
be certified to be the· collective-bargain
ing agent of a majority of the em
ployees, as at present; it must then seek 
another special election on the secUl'ity 
issue alone, and must achieve a major
ity vote among every single worker af
fected-including those not sufficiently 
interested to cast a ballot. In other 
words, · first one has to be elected bar
gaining agent, then there must be an
other election, then after that is all 
done, there might be a maintenance-of
membership contract. 

The union must show that it has not 
only made ·available but actually fur
nished to every one of its members, on 
both a local and national basis, a. com
plete financial statement of the ·union's 
condition; and before securing a vote on 
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the union security question it must have 
supplied affidavits from each of its local 
and national officers that they are 
neither members nor affiliated wjth the 
Communist Party. 

Mr. President, I want to ask a few 
questions. Suppose we should ask the 
Bell Telephone Co. to do the same thing 
every time it hired a man, to do the same 
thing every time it sold a share of stock, 
to do the same thing every time it sold 
a bond. They would raise cain before 
the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion. · 

These are provisions calculated to in
vite employer opposition, to invite de
lay and litigation, to remove the collec
tive-bargaining action from the sphere 
of simple human relations into a compli
cated realm of technical forms and legal 
action. · 

Truly, under these circumstances, the 
Taft-Hartley bill should be described as 
a severance of labor-man,agement rela
tions bill. Advertised as a measure to 
promote harmony, it will invite stress, 
discord, and never-ending litigation. 
Hailed as a bill to limit strikes, it. will 
prove to be the greatest incentive to in
dustrial unrest and increased friction 
that the Congress could possibly have 
adopted. 

· Supporters of the bill describe it as 
moderate and limited only to the cor
rection of abuses. Theirs indeed is a 
masterpiece of understatement. 

Mr. President, we should have accepted 
the advice that the President of the 
United States offered to us in his first 
message to the Congress, to convene a 
commission of industry and labor, and 
Members of both Houses, to study this 
situation, and properly prepare correc
tive measures for the labor bill, and not 
have started out, with the able assist
ance of a few Wall Street lawyers, to try 
to draft a bill dealing with the very hu
man relations between employer .and em
ployee, a relation which a few of us have 
had a little bit of experience with and 
have a little bit of feeling for. The bill 
not only removes protections for our in
dustrial workers which were enacted 
during the administration of the late 
Presiden~ Roosevelt; it sets up curbs and 
restrictions never before considered. 

It establishes complicated administra
tive machinery. It places a premium on 
procrastination in settling industrial 
problems. It bids fair to remove collec
tive bargaining from the hands of those 
best equipped to conduct it-the rep
resentatives of management and em
ployees-by turning the human relations 
of industry into a lawyer's paradise of 
court actions, injunctions, damage suits, 
and affidavits . . 

.Clearly, the Taft-Hartley bill offers no 
substitute for mutual trust and develop
ing cooperation between capital and 
labor. In fact, it will poison those rela
tions and make more difficult the goal 
of industrial peace which its sponsors 
claim to seek. Such a bill is a menace 
to a democratic America, to democratic 
recovery, to industrial peace, to what we 
seek, which is maximum production. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAIN 
in the chair). The absence of a quorum 

is suggested, and the clerk will call the 
roll. _ 

.The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Briages 
Brooks 
Buck 
Butler 
Cain 
Capehart 
Chavez 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 

George Morse 
Green Myers 
Gurney O'Daniel 
Hatch Pepper 
Hawkes Reed 
Hickenlooper Revercomb 
Hoey Robertson, Va. 
Holland Robertson, Wyo. 
Jenner Russell 
Johnston, S.C. Saltonstall 
Kern Sparkman 
Kilgore Taft 
Knowland Thye 
Lodge Umstead 
McCarran Vandenberg 
McClellan Watkins 
McFarland Wherry 
McGrath White 
Malone Wiley 
Maybank Williams 
Millikin 
Moore 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty
four Senators having answered· to their · 
names, a quorum is present .. 

Mr. CORDON: Mr. President, I desire 
to take a few minutes to discuss the 
parliamentary situation. Frankly, I 
doubt the wisdom of the course the Sen
ate is pursuing at tpe moment, and I 
feel impelled to make a short statement 
with reference,to it. 

It is now ha1f past 5 o'clock in the 
morning. We have· gone through the 
night in continuous session. I recog
nize the reasons that have compelled us 
to that action. I recall the efforts which 
were made by the leaders on both sides 
to reach agreement for an early vote, 
and I was in accord with those efforts, 
and had hoped to see that result. A 
Member of this body, my c_olleag'ue from 
Oregon, made objection to the request 
for unanimous consent. That was in ac
cordance with the rule of the Senate. 
In an attempt to adVaJ}Ce the earliest 
possible consideration of this matter the 
Senate continued in ..;ession, anrl I am 
not critimil, Mr. President, of any Mem
ber of the Senate- iii what I am saying. 
That effort has continued to this mo
ment. 

Mr. President, I feel that the Senate 
should not continue in session longer. 
I feel there is other business the Senate 
must attend to-I was going to say to
morrow, but let me say today, Saturday, 
and the fore part of next week-business 
which is also important. · 

Mr. President, I recognize the im
portance of the question we are now con
sidering, I think my views on the pend
ing measures are well known. I have 
made my decision with reference to this 
matter, and what action is taken here in 
the interim I am confident will not bring 
forth any new information or evidence 
that would change it. I think that is 
generally true. 

Mr. President, my colleague the junior 
Senator from Oregon and I do not see 
eye to eye on portions of the legislation 
with which we are faced. I am not in 
agreement with my colleague as 'to 
whether we should go over the week end 
before a vote is taken. I lean to the 
view that the earliest possible vote would 
be better for all concerned.' 

But, Mr. President, I have in mind 
this fact: The Senate has long been jeal: 

ous of its tradition of always e~tending 
to its. membership. an opportunity of 
free and open debate. In this instance 
I am impelled to the belief that in our 
desire for immediate action we have for
gotten that ancient tradition of the Sen
ate. We have gone through the night, 
the first night, Mr. President, after this 
matter came before the Senate. We will 
go through the day, perhaps through an
other night-! know not how much 
longe,r. My colleagues are heavy-lidded 
at this moment. Other urgent matters, 
with which we must speedily go forward, 
will suffer as the result of our action 
now. We know that. The strain of too 
long a vigil might be felt otherwise, as 
well. 

I express the hope, Mr: President, 
that my colleagues · on this side of the 
aisle will give careful thought to the 
situation that faces us. I recognize that, 
having the floor at this minute, I might 
move for a recess. I shall not do so. I 
feel that those whom we have placed in 
leadership should continue in that posi
tior~ and I snail certainly not attempt 
to Place my will ahead of theirs. 

I do not believe, Mr. President, that 
this action, carried through to a con
clusion, will even achieve the result that 
is intended. I believe it will only end 
in a worn-out group of men and the 
~lowing down of the work to which we 
are giving. our attention, and to which 
we have given undivided and constant 
attention for weeks and months past. 1 
believe that we shall not gain any time 
with reference to the final vote on this 
measure, and I fear that we shall lose 
considerable time in the consideration of , 
other business before· the Senate. 

I know that the clashing of wills which 
we have witnessed here yesterday and 
today cannot make for even the degree 
of cooperation which we have had in the 
past; and, Mr. President, we need that 
cooperation. We have a heavy backlog 
of legislation yet facing us. We need all 
the cooperative action that it is pos
sible to get. 

I voice the hope that the leadership 
in my party will give consideration to 
the thought that it is better for our good, 
for the good of the Senate, and for the 
good of the people as a whole, that we 
give heed to what we are doing, and that 
we take a recess and get a little of the 
rest which we have lost, and prepare 
ourselves as best we can to go forward 
with all the manifold duties which 
face us. 

I understand that my colleague, the 
junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRSE] expects to follow with a discus
sion of this question. I wish to say to 
my colleagues that the junior Senator 
from Oregon did not know before I rose 
that I was about to rnake these observa
tions. They have come from me because 
I have been impelled to the conclusion 
that our action is not in our own best · 
interest. 

I wish to be objective about this ques
tion. I hope that I may always go about _ 
the business of the United States Senate 
from that viewpoint, and that alone. 
Certainly I have no criticism of any 
Senator, but I do .believe that the good 
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of the people and of the Senate, and cer- . 
tainly of my colleagues, will be advanced 
if at this time we can find a way to a 
recess, and to the taking up of our busi
ness later today. 

I understand that there is some 
thought of continuing in session through 
Sunday. So far as I am concerned, if 
that be done, I shall leave my telephone 
number with the Sergeant at Arms, but 
I shall not report on Sunday. I believe 
that we are all entitled to a rest. I be
lieve that we must have it if we are to 
continue to do our work. 

Before I take my seat, I should like to 
add that if the time comes in this body 
when there is clearly a deliberate attempt 
by filibuster to avoid voting ·upon any 
measure, and it reaches the point where, 
in my judgment, it is simply a stratagem 
for Jelay and delay only, I shall be glad 
to work day and night without end until 
that matter can reach a determination. 
I feel that that situation does not face us 
here. I cannot but believe that those 
with whom I disagree as to this measure, 
and as t<. whether we should-take fl!rther 
time for consideration, have the r~ht to 
be heard in the ancient tradition of the 
Senate. 

Again I express the hope to my col
leagues that they may find agreement 
with me in the thought that it is .better 
for us all to take a recess. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, in line 
v. ith the remarks of the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon, and also in har
mony with what has been expressed by 
the minority leader [Mr. BAR;KLEY] in a 
prior statement in connection with. a 
unanimous-consent request relative to 
the time which should be devoted to a 
debate on this question, I should like to 

· sa: that I, for one, would like to be co
operative with all the other Members of 
the Senate. 

I have previously stated that if I felt 
that the time had again arrived when we 
might propose a unanimous-consent re
quest to vote upon this measure, I would 
do so, if possible. I expressed the opti
mistic hope that we might do so. There
fore, at this time I renew the request pre
viously made, that we vote upon the 
pending question at 5 o'clock today. I 
ask unanimous consent now, in the light 
of what has been said, and urge every 
Member of the Senate to agree to the 
request in order that we may vote upon 
the pending question at that time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
. objection to the request of the Senator 

from Nebraska? 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 

to express my appreciation for the very 
sensible remarks made by the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. CoRDON] and the tone 
and temper of those remarks. In view of 
the objection which has just been made 
to a vote at 5 o'clock today, I make bold 

· · to make a further request, namely, that 
at 5 o'clock p, m. on Monday next the 
Senate proceed to vote upon the vet.o 
message without further debate. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

The question is, Shall the bill pass, the · 
objections of the President of the United 
States to the contrary notwithstanding? 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I wish 
to add my voice to the words which have 
been spoken by the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. CoRDON]. We have been here all · 
night long. _ I do not think anyone can · 
say that anything has been accom
plished by this night session. It is true 
that the method of keeping the Senate 
in continuous -session may force a vote 
contrary to the wishes of not only one 
Senator, but a minority· of this body. 
There· are more Senators than one who 
desire · that the time for voting be post
poned past Saturday, and perhaps until 
next week. 

Mr. President, I realize full well that 
a majority can always force its way if 
it cares to use force; but I doubt very 
much whether anything worth while is 
ever accomplished by the use of force 
in a body such ;a.s this. 

This is Saturday morning. It is not 
at all unusual for the Senate to adjourn 
over Saturday and Sunday, no matter 
what the busines may be: If members 
of even· a small minority of the Senate 
sincerely desired-:-as I am sure- they 
did......-that the President of the United 
States should have the privilege of ad
dressing the Nation before a vote was 
taken, arid that the distinguished Sena
tor from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] should have 
the privilege of presenting to the people 
of America views contral.·y to those of 
the President of the United States, 
which respective objects have been ac
complished by both those honored gentle
men; and if even a small .minority of this 
body desired that . the people of America. 
exPress themselves by telegrams or other 
communications to us in response to 
the pleas of those two able men, I see 
no reason why we should rush tbrough 
with the consideration of ·the bill by 
continuous sessions, all night and all 
day, and all night tonight and all day 
Sunday. 

Probably that could be done; but I 
am quite convinced that if the minority 
has suffi.cient determination it may use 
force on its side just the same. That is 
all that is being done. When we come 
to Monday or Tuesday and then· vote, 
all we have done is to wear ourselves 
out and make more or less of a spectacle 
of the Senate of the United States . 

Mr. President, I am voting with the 
majority on this bill. There is no ques
tion about how I shall vote. While I 
would have the utmost respect for ariy 
messages which I . might receive, I know 
of nothing that might be said which 
would cause me to change my position, 
unless I am in such a hurry to cast my 
vote that I am unwilling to give the peo
ple of the Nation an opportunity to ex
press to me anything they want to 
express. 

Mr. President, I hope that this body 
will furnish some means by which we 
shall not have to remain in session all 
day Saturday, Saturday night, and Sun
day,' and VQte on Monday or Tuesday. 
Surely there is enough wis~om in this 

body, enough of the spirit of cooperation, 
to dispense with the rule of force against 
force, and in some measure of intelli
gence find a solution of the problem with 
which we are confronted. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, -I do 
not wish to superimpose my · judgment 
upon those who are responsible for the 
conduct of the business of the Senate. 
I think we all recognize the fact it is en
tirely possible, if we are compelled to 
remain in continuous session through 
the rest of today and tonight, tomorrow 
and tomorrow night, that a vote could 
be delayed until Monday. Having in 
mind that possibility and that probabil
ity, as I see the situation, I proposed the 
request a while ago that we vote on Mon
day; -to which the Senator from Cali
fornia objected, which he had a right to 
do. It seems to me the practical effect 
of that would have been the same as that 
which may come about, with less exas
peration on the part of the Senate t)lan 
may tie likely if we are compelled to con
tinue in session until a vote is had. 

I did my best yesterday to bring about 
an agreement to vote at 5 o'clock in the 
afternoon. That was objected to. The 
Senator who objected had a perfect right 
to do so. I have no complaint about 
that. I have made another request 
which has been objected to; and in the 
hope that we may arrive at some ·agree
ment about it at some time and govern 
ourseives accordingly, and recognizing 
that probably as minority leader I have 
no right even to offer a suggestion to the 
Senate as to what it should do, never
theless, I now make the unanimous-con
sent request that at 3 o'clock on Tuesday 
next the Senate proceed to vote on the 
President''s veto message without fur
ther debate. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California objects. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 3 o'clock on 
Wednesday the Senate proceed to vote on 

- this veto message. 
Mr. KNQWLAND. Mr. President, I 

object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from California objects. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous 

consent that at 2 o'clock on next Thurs
day the Senate proceed to vote upon this 
veto message. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
same objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California objects. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
should like to suggest .that the Senate 
vote on this measure at 6 p, m. today. I 
suggest that with the hope that arriving 
at that hour will meet the objection of 
all in the Chamber. I appreciate the 
very fine words of the Senator from Ken
tucky, the minority leader. I think he 
will agree that. we did .everything we 

· could to bring about an agreement. It 
seems to me that there is little ditference 
between 6 o'clock and a more or less 
early hour, or even _tl:J..e hour of 4 or 5 
o'clock on Monday. Certainly we can 
debate this matter from now . until 6 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 7425 
o'clock tonight, and there is not enough 
difference for anyone to assert his·will if 
we really and truly agree with the senti
ments and words expressed by the dis
tinguished Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
CoRDON]. I, for one, would like to have 
him and the other Members of the Sen
ate know that we all want to cooperate 
to that end. 

I ask once again that we compromise 
upon this matter and that we continue 
to debate the pending measure until 6 
o'clock tonight, at which time I urge all 
Members to agree that we shall then vote 
upon the pending measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest of the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Preside·nt, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun

ior Senator from Oregon objects. 
Mr. McFARLAND. Mr.· President, 1 

share the feeling of the Senator from 
Oregon in regard to this situation. I also 
feel that it is the most serious question 
that has come before the Senate since 1 
have been a Member. This is the first 
time I have seen the Senate in a state of 
mind which demands that an issue be 
. voted on within 24 hours. We have to 
have a unanimous consent agreement to 
vote in a 'little over 24 hours or we have 
to work day and night. That kind of 
procedure is not good government and it 
will not lead to good government. If 
tt·ere had been any reasonable amount 
of debate upon this subject it would be a 
different proposition, but when Senators 
must work day and night or agree to vote 
within 24 or even 48 hours, it is not good 
government, and it will not lead to any 
good for this Nation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, -! dis
like to continue to rise and inject my 
v1ews into the situation, but I wish to em
phasize and to elaborate for a moment 
on the liews expressed by th~ Senator 
"from Oregon [Mr. CoRDON]. . 

I do not think any of us, regardless of 
our views of the situation, can doubt the 
sincerity and the good faith of the Sen
ator from Oregon. I am sure he shares 
the viewpoint which I share and which 
I feel every other Senator shares, that 
the preservation of the dignity, the rep
utation, and the high standing of the 
United States Senate is more important 
than any hour at which we may vote 
upon a pending matter. If by the course 
that we are pursuing we lower the high 
opinion in which we hope and belleve 
that the Senate of the United States is 
held by ·the American people, we have 
lost infinitely more in the sense' of gov
ernment and legislative responsibility 
than anyone can possibly gain by any 
point, however important or however 
petty it may be, in connection with the 
present procedure. I sincerely hope that 
all Senators, regardless of what position 

· they take on this veto matter, may have 
in mind the Senate of the United States, 
which is made up of 96 men represent
ing 140,000,000 people, the faith of the 
_American people in the .Senate of the 
United States, and their belief that it will 
not resort as a legislature body, in this 
critical juncture of our history, to any 
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petty, stubborn assertion of individual 
rights, merely in order that .a point may 
be gained either by a single Senator, or 
by any group of Senators, or certainly by 
any political party. 

If the Senator fr m Nebraska has 
something else to offer, I shall be glad to 
yield to him for that purpose. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, in view 
of the fact that the dintinguished minor
ity leader suggested Monday as a day on 
which to have the vote taken, I myself 
was about to make a bold venture, as he 
suggested his was, and I was about to re
state what I have already stated, name
ly, that there is very little difference, 
from my way of thinking, between 
whether we vote at 6 o'clock· on Saturday 
or at an early hour .on Monday. Of 
course, there is a week end between. 

So I should like to suggest another 
hour. If what the Senator wishes is 
time over the week end, I should like to 
suggest the hour of 1 o'clock on Monday 
as the time at which the ·Senate shall 
vote on the pending measure: That cer
tainly would corpply with all the argu
ments that have been advanced, and it 
seems to me it would be in keeping with 
the spirit of what has been said . 

So, Mr. President, once again I urge 
that the Members on this side of the 
aisle agree to a · unanimous-consent re
quest for a vote on Monday at 1 o'clock. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I should like 
to say that in view of the remarks of the 
able Senator from Oregon and the able 
Senator from New Mexico, and· in the 
interest of trying to work out something 
so that the public business may be ex
pedited, I shall not object to the request 
to have· the vote taken at the hour of 1 
o'clock on Monday. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I 
object to the unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. GEORGE. I ask for the regular 
order, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass, the ob
jections of the President of the United 
States to the contrary notwithstanding? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I re
gret that all the oil that has been poured 
out for the past 30 or 40 minutes has 
failed to still the storms of emotion that 
are responsible for the Senate remain
ing in continuous session. For my part, 
I -am ready to vote now, and will be ready 
to vote at 5 o'clock this afternoon or at 
1 o'clock on Monday. 

I regret to observe Senators in the 
state of mind which obtains in the Sen
ate at the present time. 

I appreciate the efforts which were 
made by the senior Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. CORDON] to placate the clashing 
wills and minds of Senators who have 
been unable to agree on a time to vote. 

I listened with great interest and ad
miration to the very temperate state
ment of the senior Senator from Oregon, 
but there is one statement which he 
made with which I .cannot agree, namely, 
that -there has been no filibuster in 
progress in the Senate on this measure. 

Mr. President, I wonder just what con
stitutes a filibuster, if a filibuster is not 
in progress at the present time. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. · CORDON. The Senator from 

Oregon does not intend to usurp the 
prerogatives of Noah Webster, but the 
Senator from Oregon would like to say 
that his conception of a filibuster would 
be the carrying on of a discussion going 
almost entirely into irrelevant matt~rs, 
after every possible avenue had been 
explored and every opportunity given to 
present all the views and arguments 
which might be pertinent to the issue. 

It seems to the senior Senator from 
Oregon that somewhere between the 
opening of debate and infinity there 
might come a time when it might be 
said that the subject was exhausted. 

Of course, I recognize that it will be a 
matter of judgment as to when we reach 
that point, and I say to the Senator 
from Georgia that the senior Senator 
from Oregon in exercising his judgment 
will be most lenient and will give all the 
odds to those who desire to present 
further ·debate. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am 
one of those who believe unalterably in 
f~eedom of debate in the Senate; but I 
have been the target for the charge, in 
times past, that I was guilty of the prac
tice of filibustering, even though the 
matter I was opposing had not been on 
the floor of the Senate for more than 4 
or 5 hours, and no discussion had been 
had save on the merits of the question. 

I simply wish to observe that if a fili
buster has not been in progress on this 
bill, it is because any debate which oc
curs and which does not have what can 
be called a southern Democrat partici
pating in it, cannot, under any circum
stances, be regarded as a filibuster. No 
matter how long or repetitious or irrele
vant the speeches may be, a. southern 
Democrat must participate in the debate 
before it will be defined as constituting 
a filibuster. I have always complained 
of this unjust method of definition. 

Mr. President, I thought the Senator 
was merely showing regard for the sensi- · 
bilities of his colleagues when he stated 
this was no filibuster. My colleague 
from Oregon is one of the most delight
ful of all . Senators who have served in 
the Senate of the United States, and it 
is within his right to maintain the view 
·which he has stated. However, I re
member that when another measure was 
pending, the junior Senator from Ore
gon [Mr. MORSE] and the senior Senator 
from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] and the sen
ior Senator from Idaho [Mr. TAYLOR] all 
on occa1tion arose to denounce any 
speeches of any length in opposition to 
-the measure which they were espousing; 
they denounced such speeches as being a 
negation of the democratic process. 
They asserted again and again that any 
speeches or paliamentary tactics which 
delayed the effort of the majority of the 
Senate to take action upon the bill which 
then was pending made a mockery of 
democracy, was an affront to the Senate 
and an injury to the country. 

What I say here is not critical of any 
speech which may have been made or 



7426 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE JUNE 20 

which may be delivered hereafter, be
cause I believe in freedom of debate for 
all other Senators as for myself. I may 
say, however, in all kindness, that if there 
has not been ·a night-long filibuster by 
three Senators who have condemned fili
busters and who have introduced resolu
tions to change the rules of the Senate 
so as to make lengthy discussion im
possible, then certainly we have seen a 
great deal of threshing of old straw_ 
which has been heretofore thoroughly 
threshed on the floor of the Senate for 
several weeks. The question of deciding 
what is a filibuster goes back to the old 
fable of whose ox is gored. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I in

voke the regular order, and I propound 
the inquiry whether the Senator from 
Florida has' spoken twice on the same 
subject on the same legislative day. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. PEPPER. I wish to inquire 
whether all ·senators on the floor are 
governed by the same rules and whether 
the principle of fairness requires that all 
Senators be governed by the same rules. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would first rule on the point made 
by the Senator from Georgia relative to 
. whether the Senator from Florida has 
spoken twice on the same subject on the 
same day. 

In the opinion of the Chair, the Sena
tor from Florida--

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry: Can the Chair rule 
as to what the Senator from Florida was 
going to say, before the Senator from 
'Florida announced what he was going to 
say? The Senator from.Florida had only 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will say to the Senator from Flor
ida that the Chair win first rule on the 
parliamentary inquiry propounded by 
the Senator from Georgia; namely, 
whether the Senator from Florida has 
spoken twice on the same day on the 
same subject. 

The Chair rules that the Senator from 
Florida has spoken twice. 

Mr. PEPPER. A parliamentary in
_quiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. PEPPER. Does the fact that the 
Senator from Florida has spoken twice 
on the same subject prevent the Senator 
from Florida from making a motion if 
he is properly recognized, as he was by 
the Chair? · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida can be recognized for 
the purpose of making a motion. 

Mr. PEPPER. Then, Mr. President, I 
move that the further consideration of 
the pending bill be deferred until 2 
o'clock on Monday next. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I move to 
lay on the table the motion of the Sena
tor from Florida. 

Mr. PEPPER. I ask for the yeas and 
n 2.ys. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. REED (after having voted in the 
affirmative). I have· a general pair with 
the Senator from New York [Mr. WAG
NER]. On this vote I transfer that pair 
to the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] and allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], 
who is absent because of illness, is paired 
with the Senator from New York [Mr. 
WAGNER]. . 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BusHFIELDJ and the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. WILSON] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. TOBEY] is necessarily absent be
cause of illness in his family. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN J, the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
CAPPER], the Senator from New York 

. [Mr. IvEsJ, the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. LANGER], ·the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MARTIN], the Sena
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. McCARTHY], 
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH], and the Sen-ator from North Da
kota [Mr. YouNG] are unavoidably de
tained. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I announce that the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY], 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAY
DEN], the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
-Hit.L], the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
JoHNSON], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. McKELLAR], the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. McMAHON], the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MuRRAY], the Sen
ators from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS and 
Mr. O'CoNoRJ, the Senator from Wyo
ming [Mr. O'MAHONEY], the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. OvERTON], and the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. TAYLOR] are 
unavoidably detained. 

The Senator, from Illinois ['Mr. LucAs], 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON], and the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr: STEWART] are absent on pub
lic business. 

. The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
THorvrAsJ is absent by leave of theSen-
ate. , 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS] 
is absent by leave of the Senate; having 
been appointed a delegate to the Inter.:. 
national Labor Conference at Geneva, 
Switzerland. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
WAGNER], who is necessarily absent, has 
a general pair with ·the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. REEDJ. The transfer · of 
that pair to the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. FLANDERs] has previously been an
nounced by the Senator from Kansas. 
· The result was announced-yeas . 50, 
nays 14, as follows: 

Baldwin 
Ball 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Butler 
Cain 
Capehart 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Dworshak 
Eastland. 
Ecton 
Ellender 

YEAS-M 

Ferguson 
George 
Gurney 
Hatch 
Hawkes 
Hickenlooper 
Hoey 
Holland 
Jenner 
Kern 
Know land 
Lodge 
McClellan 
Malone 
May bank 
Millikin 
Moore 

O'Daniel 
Reed 
Revercomb 
Robertson, Va. 
Robertson, Wyo. 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Taft 
Thye 
Umstead 
Vandenberg 
Watkins 
Wherry 
White 
Wiley 
Williams 

Barkley 
Chavez 
Downey 
Fulbright 
Green 

NAYs-14 

Johnston, S . C. Morse 
Kilgore Myers 
McCarran Pepper 
McFarland Sparkman 
McGrath 

NOT VOTING-31 

Aiken 
Bushfield 
Byrd 
Capper 
Conn ally 
Flanders 
Harden 
Hill 
I ves 
Johnson, Colo. 
Langer 

Lucas 
McCarthy 
McKellar 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
Martin 
Murray 
O'Conor 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 
Smit h 

Stewart 
Taylor 

• Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
T ydings 
Wagner 
Wilson 
Young 

So the motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, if the 
Senate will be patient with me, I should 
like to make one more unanimous-con
sent request. I do so in the hope that 
we . can get unanimous consent at this 
time. I think the Senate should at least 
have the proposition put to them, be
cause we. have taken considerable time 
now out of the regular order .. Without 
further remarks, I should like to say that 
I hope Senators will accept it. I now 
make the unanimous-consent request 
that the Senate vote upon the pending 
question at 3· o'clock p. m. Monday next. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator ·from Arkansas . 
Mr. TAFT. ,Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Reserving the 

right to object--
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I only wish 

to say that I ·am in charge of the bill. 
If anybody wants an early vote more 
than I, I do not know who he is, and I 
hope very much the Senate will agree to 
the proposal made by .the Senator from 
Nebraska. It seems to me it presents the 
best solution to the problem. I do not · 
like_ the . idea of running throu._gh Sun
day any more than does the Senator 
from Oregon. I think we should permit 
full debate today, and I would hope that 
we may recess until, say 11 o'clock this 
morning, and continue the debate this 
afternoon; and, if ·we can agree to the 
unanimous-consent request, that we 
then vote on Monday at the time re
quested by the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. President, I should 
like to ask, what is the unanimous-con
sent request? 

Mr. WHERRY. I shall be glad to 
state it again for the benefit of the Sen
ator from Arkansas. I made a final re
quest for unanimous consent to vote 
11pon the pending measure ai: 3 o'clock 
Monday afternoon next. I do that with 
this hope: It seems to me there is little 
difference between voting at 5, 6, or 7 
o'clock Saturday, and voting at an early 
hour on Monday; and, once again, as I 
have already stated, in keeping with the 
sentiments expressed by the senior Sen
ator from Oregon, it seems to me that 
if we can comply .with those sentiments 
and that request, we should do so. Per
sonally, I am as anxious to continue in 
session as anyone here. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. Pl·esident, did I un
derstand the Senator correctly? 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SE.NATE 7427 
Mr. WHERRY. I am just as anx

ious-well-[laughterJ. Watch out-I 
will make a speech here this mornfng. 
I am beginning to feel fine.- I certainly' 
would not want to impose a speech upon 
Senators. I am going to say I would like 
very much to have the distinguished 
Senator from. Arkansas, now that we 
seem to have almost complete unanim~ 
ity-I cannot even pronounce the word 
Daughter]--. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The word is una
nimity. 

Mr .. WHERRY. The Senator will pro
nounce it for me. I ask that we unani
mously agree to vote at 3 o'clock Mon
day: I hope that this last unailimous
consent request I have ,proposed will be 
accepted, because I feel that if it is not, 
the only thing that can be done is to pro
ceed with the regular order and continue . 
to debate the subject. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield that I may make a 
request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does· 
the Senator from Arkansas yield to the 
Senator from Obio? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, do 
I have the floor? · -

The PRESIDING dFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas has the floor. 
Does the Senator from Arkansas yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. · I have not been 
asked to yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio made such ·a request. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. I ·only wished· to ask the 

Senator from Nebraska if he would add 
to his request a division of the· time on 
Monday, between 12 o'clock and 3 q'clock. 

Mr. WHERRY. Certainly, Mr. Presi~ 
dent; I had that in mind. Excuse me
will the Senator from · Arkansas yield, 
to enable me to answer the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio? . . 

Mr .. McCLELLAN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Nebraska. ' 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, it is 
perfectly agreeable to me to amend the 
unanimous-consent request. I thought 
that should have been made prior to 
this time, but, in all tlie discussions we 
have had, some felt that the best thing 
to do was to merely fix an hour certain. 
For that reason we did not divide the · 
time. But now I should like to suggest a 
modification, namely, that from th.e time 
the Senate convenes at 12 o'clock on 
Monday, the time between 12 o'clock and 
3 o'clock be divided equally, and that" it 
be controlled for those opposing the veto 
by the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. TAFT], and for "those supporting the 
veto by the distinguished Senator from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER] , or anyone that 
side of the question might select. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, Ire
gret that this ·request could not have been 
made and agreed to at a proper time and 
at a reasonable time. We have been 
kept here all night long, listening to a 
lot of harangue, that has accomplished 
nothing and to accommodate whom? 
Many Senators have been greatly incon
venienced by this procedure and this use
less all night session. I had an obliga-· 

tion, a speaking engagement in my home 
State this afternoon. I was perfectly 
willing, after the President's veto mes
sage came, to accommodate everyone and 
anyone with reference to the time of vot
ing. But I have not been accommodated; 
the whole Senate has not been accommo
da:ted. We have been .imposed upon, 
and no good has been accomplished. 
Now, afte1~ staying up all night in con
tinuous session, we a·re asked to accom
modate those who· provoked this situa
tion and insisted upon this procedure. 
I do not like it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr; McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY: Mr. President, I ap-_ 

preciate what the Senator from Arkansas 
says, ·but that is-

Mr. McCLELLAN. May. I say, Mr. 
President, it is the truth. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not disputing 
that. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Here we are, right 
after a quorum call and a vote. I chal
lenge any Senator to deny it. 

Mr. BARKLEY_: I am not getting into 
a dispute with the Senator about that, 
but .what I was about to observe is, that 
that· is water. over the dam. It is im
possible to fix any time that accommo
dates every Senator. For 6. weeks I have 
had a speaking engagement in my State 
to address the State convention of the 
Rural Electrification Cooperative· Asso
ciation, some five or six hundred men 
and women, who· will be at Louisville at 
noon on Monday, I -am· hoping we may 
enter into this agreement to vote at 3 
o'clock on Monday, notwithstanding that 
means I must cancel the engagement and 
cannot fill it. , Other Senators have to be 
disaccommodated by reason of ·any 
unanimous consent that is _granted. I 
appreciate and sympathize with th~ Sen~. 
a tor because of· the fact.· that he has had 
to cancel his appointment in his home 
town. I have cme in my home town, too, 
that I shall have to cancel. I hope that; 
we may not, because we have been disap
pointed already, or will be disappoint~d 
on Monday, as I will be, refuse·to grant 
the consent. I hope the Senator from 
Arkansas is not going to object to the 
r€quest. I earnestly hope_ he will not. 
I do not know· of anybody that will fi_nd 
Monday so inconvenient a time to vote 
as myself. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President--

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. Pre~ident, I 
have the floor. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Arkansas 'Yield to the Sen
ator from South Carolina? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield for a ques-
tio~ · 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, if the Senate will agree to 
adjourn until Monday and vote at 4· 
o'clock I will enter into such. an agree
ment. I will not enter into any other 
agreement. After having stayed here all 
night, after having prepared myseff to 
make a speech last 10 or 12 hours, I shall 
not agree to a unanimous-consent request 
that the Senate recess until 11 o'cl-ock 
today. I shall object to such a req1,1est, 
and the Senate can stay in session all day 
today, if necessary, and all night, too. 

I will agree to a unanimous-consent re
quest that the Senate adjourn until Mon
day, and vote at 4' o'clock Monday. But, 
after having stayed here all night, and 
having prepared to speak on the subject, 
I shall not agree to. a recess until 11 
o'clock today. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
simply reserved the right to object in or
der to bring to the attention of the Na
tion the ridiculousness of the proce
dure which lias been pursued here dur
ing the past 12 hours. There was no 
reason on eartp why a sensible agree
ment could not have been worked out by 
unanimous consent. But, in order to ac
commodate some whim of someone-and 
that is all it was-we have been kept 
here all night. Then at 6 or 7 o'clock in 
the morning, it is desired that the Senate 
enter into a unanimous-consent agree
ment, an agreement which GOuld ·have 
been entered into and which should have 
been entered into, if one was going to be 
entered into, before the Senate began its 
night session. 

Out of deference to the wishes of the 
very large majority of my colleagues who 
were not to blame, and who are not re
sponsible . for the disgraceful procedure 
that has · gone on here all night long, I 
am not going to obj~ct, but I want the 
REooRri to show that I have been incon
venienced, and I want those responsible 
for this all night session to know that the · 
Senate of the United States has been 
made to look.ridiculous in its deliberation 
on this, one of the most vital measures 
that has been before 'this body, 

Mr. President, why has such procedure 
been indulged? Where <foes the respon
sib-ility lie?· Let the blame rest on the 
shoulders · of those who are responsible, 
and let the country·know who they are. I 
do not propose to take the blame. I have 
been willing, eveJy minute, to vote on the 
question, or to agree with respect· to any 
proper request that might have been 
made. I have not had the opportunity· 
to have my way. Whoever has had his 
way in what has happened tonight, let 
him take· the blame and the responsibil
ity. 

Mr. President, I am not objecting to 
any reasonable proceedings or requests, 
but I am not going to remain silent and 
inactive with respect to this sort of-pro
cedure in the United States Senate. 
Whenever I filibuster· I am ready to ac
knowledge it and say I am filibustering 
and fight for whatever position I may 
take. .But to go through a procedure 
such as the Senate has gone through this 
night, and then have a request made at 
7 o'clock in the morning to postpone 
everything by unanimous consent until 
next week, in my opinion, does not com
,port with either statesmanship, patriot
Ism, integrity, or sincerity of purpose. ' 
What has happened has been a mockery 
here tonight, and a lot of cheap dema
gogery. That is my appraisal of it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. MAYBANK. Does the Senator 

think whether we stay here 1 minute, 1 
hour, 1 day, 1 month, or 1 year will 
change any Senator's mind? 

•. 
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Mr. McCLELLAN. My answer to -the 
Senator is emphatically no. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Certainly not. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Those responsible 

for this all~night session know that what 
has happened will not change any Sen
ator's mind. It has been a· lot of horse 
play and cheap acting, and the country 
ought to know it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one more question? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator spoke 

of the procedure which · has taken place 
now during 1 or 2 days. ·The issue in 
question has been debated in the Senate 
since January. 1. 

M:r. McCLELLAN. Yes. Mr.' Presi
dent, I am not going to object because 
the majority of my colleagues are not 
responsible for this; they have· not had 
their way about it. We have had to 
suffer at the hands of a minority, and a 
very small minority, who have put on this 
show for some purpose, but not for the 
glory or to the credit of the Senate of 
the United States. Under the circum
stances, Mr. President, I prefer now to. 
continue until we can have a -vote, but 
out of deference to the great majority of 
the Members of this body who are not t'o 
blame for this situation I shall not ob
ject to the request of the Senator from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I 
·object. 

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator frotn Idaho has objected to the 
unanimous-.consent request made by the 
Senator from Nebraska. · 

The question is, Shall the bill pass, the 
objections of the President of the United 
States to the contrary notwithstanding? 

DEATH OF PORMER GOV. HOWARD M. 
GORE, OF WEST VIRGINIA 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 
have quite an .important announcement 
to make. I tried to make it yesterday 
during the course of the proceedings, but 
under the rules was not permitted to do 
so. I feel that I should make it now. 

It is with genuine distress that I an
nounce to the Senate the death of former 
Gov. Howard M. Gore, of West Virginia, 
at his home in Clarksburg. 

The work of a truly great man has 
ended. He served both his Nation and 
his Sta'te with ability and distinction. He 
was Secretary of Agriculture in the Cabi
net of President Coolidge, and was 
Governor of West Virginia. During the 
last few years he has been head of the 
public service commission of his State. 

His first interest was in agriculture and 
those who farmed the land, but he had · 
a keen understanding of the problems 
of men in all walks of life. 

As chief executive of our State he was 
progressive and independent, and active• 
in his leadership. The roads built under 
his plans and direction will long stand 
as a monument to his contributions to 
the well-being of our citizens. 

He was the soul of honor and depend
ability. He was lofty in thought and in 
his action. He was sympathetic to the 
call of distress. He was demanding of 
a!l, particularly of himself, in the fulfill
ment of obligations. 

Genial of disposition, pleasant and en
tertaining in conversation, he was a de
lightful companion. His friends were 
drawn to him and held steadfastly to 
him through their genuine admiration 
for him, for his ideals and ·accomplish-
ments. · 

Now, on the eighty-fourth birthday of 
statehood, West Virginia deeply feels and 
mourns the loss of one .. of her most 
distinguished sons. 
LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONs-VETO 

MESSAGE 

The Senate resumed the reconsidera
tion of the bill <H. R. 3QZ0) to prescribe 
fair and equitable rules of conduct to be 
observed by labor and management in 
their relations With one another which 
affect commerce, to protect the rights of 
individual workers in their relations with 
labor organizations whose activities af
fect commerce, to recognize the para
mount public interest in labor disputes 
affecting commerc-'! that endanger the 
pUblic health, safety, or welfare, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass, the ob
jections of the President of the United 
States to the con·~rary notwithstanding? 

Mr. MORSE. ML President, by way of 
preface to my discussion, I wj.sh to join 
in the commendation of the speech made 
by the senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
CoRDON] . For a great many years the 
senior Senator 'from Oregon and the 
junior Senator from Oregon have been 
very close friends. In my opinion, there 
is no more beautiful friendship in the 
United States than that which exists 
between the senim; Senator from Ore- · 
gon and the junior Senator from Oregon. 
We may differ from time to time on cer
tain great national issues. Although we 
may differ on such issues, as we !1ave. 
differed on the merits of the Taft..,Hart-: 
ley bill, the two Senators from Oregon 
do pursue a common course when it 
cDmes to -problem.s affecting the State of 
Oregon, when it comes to problems of 
Oregon politics, and also, I think the 
record will show, when it comes to agree
ment on matters of procedure such as 
were discussed by the senior Senator 
from Oregon tonight in his very able 
speech. 

My colleague is quite correct when he 
says that I did not know that he was 
about to make the speech which he made 
before he made it; but it came as no sur
prise to ine, even though I did not know 
of it· in advance, because the senior Sen
ator from Oregon is a man who believes 
in fair dealing, He is a man who believes 
that at all times minorities, too, should 
be protected, at a time when strong dif
ferences develop between majorities and 
minoritieg,, and when fatigue, emotion, 
and hard feelings sometimes color the 
judgment of men. 

I want the senior Senator from Ore
gon to know that I personally appreciate 
the great act of courtesy which he sought 
to perform for me in the remarks which 
he addressed to the Senate. That is not 
the first act of courtesy which the senior 
Senator from Oregon has extended to 
me. . I am sure that on the witness stand 
he would testify also that such acts of 

courtesy have been reciprocated many 
times on the part of the junior Senator 
from Oregon. . 

Mr. President, I wish to discuss for a 
few minutes my views as to the proced
ural problem which faces us, because, as 
so often happens, once differences begin 
to develop, as they have developed since 
the unanimous-consent request was 
made yesterday afternoon, men form 
very early opinions as to what the facts 
are in those differences, and sometimes 
it requires the passage of time for them 
to come to realize possibly the facts are 
not what they thought they were. 

When my good friend the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] submitted 
a unanimous-consent request yesterday 
afternoon to vote this afternoon at 5 
o'cleck on the question as to whether 
or not the Presidential veto shoulci be 
sustained or overridden, I objected. As 
has been pointed out,· it was my right to · 
object under the rule, and at the time 
I objected I gave my major reasons for 
the objection, which I shall now ex
pound for several hours. 

I pointed out at the time that in my 
opinion ·the President of the United 
States had handed down a veto message 
on the labor bill which in my opinion 
was sound and unanswerable. I think 
the record will ~how that I also stated 
that in my opinion it was one of the 
most powerful veto messages that any 
President had handed down in the his
tory of our country. -I repeat that 
opinion now. 

I continued, in my remarks yesterday 
afternoon, to say that I felt that under 
our form of representative government 
the people of the United States should 
have an opportunity to react to that 
veto message, and should have an oppor
tunity to make their reaction known to 
the United States Senate. I still be
lieve so. 
· Mr. President, I have on my desk cer
tain telegrams which have already 
started to come in. , They are a little 
indication-and I think it will be multi
plied-that the country is beginning to 
react to the President's veto message. It 
happens to be an honest opinion of mine 
that when employers come to analyze the 
veto message many of them will change 
their minds on the question whether or 
not the . veto should be overridden. I 
shall co~e to that question later in 
greater . detail. I mention it now only 
because it bears upon the question of 
why I felt compelled to object to the 
unanimous-consent agreement which 
was requested. 

There were other reasons, too. As I 
stated at the time, the White House had 
announced that the President was going 
on the air at 10 o'clock last night to dis
cuss his views on the bill and give his 
reasons to the people of the United 
States for vetoing the bill. I stated that 
I thought that it was a matter of courte
sy and decency and respect to the Presi
dent of the United States that we delay 
action on the veto message over the 
week end so that it could become a mat
ter of public discussion prior to a finaL 
vote. 

I think that was a very proper sugges
tion, Mr. President. We may have our 
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party <liffei·ences; we ·may ·become in
volved in the bitterest of partisan dis-· 
putes, but there is one thing I think we 
must always make clear to · the world, 
and that is that ·we -all belieye in the 
American system of government which 
includes, it seems to me, the great duty 
to show the highest of respect ·to each 
one of the three great coordinate 
branches. Oh, . I know there are times 
in the bitterness of debate when each 
one of us forgets to the full extent his 
responsibility · to show the highest of re
spect for the three branches of the Gov
ernment. Sometimes we as lawyers be
come somewhat irked at a decision of 
some court. It might even be the· Su
preme Court on occasions. I am afraid 
that in those periods of emotion we are 
sometimes pubiicly unduly critical of our 
judiciary system. That does not help to 
strengthen that system. We commit 
error, it seems to me, when we do that. 
Sometimes in the heat of controversy, 
even on the floor of the Senate, we do not 
show the respect for the President of the 
United States that we should show him. 
I have been guilty of that on one occa
sion. I acknowledged it. I made clear 
on the floor of the Senate my regret for 
not having shown on that occasion the 
respect for the President to which I think 
he is always entitled, I care not who he 
is. His is a great office; it is a great 
symbol in the world today. . 

I do not think we help the standing of 
America when, either as individuals or 
as a body, we fail .to recognize at all times 
to the maximum degree that that office 
is entitled to every possible consideration 
on the part of us as in<Uviduals .and as 
Senators; that we should not act hastily 
in our judgment toward the man who 
occupies that position, and that in the 
Senate we should not, even though we 
might think it would be to political ad
vantage to do so, act with unnecessary 
haste on a Presidential recommendation. 

So I felt yesterday afternoon, ·Mr. 
President-and all I can say is that no 
one could be more sincere about it than 
I was then or than I am now-that the 
bare amenities of the situation, if noth
ing else, called upon us as one of ·the 
three branches of our great govern
mental system to delay for a time, for a 
week end, final action on the veto mes
sage. I think my objection to the unan
imous-consent request on that ground, 
and on that ground alone, would have 
been justified. I should be perfectly 
willing, and I ani perfectly willing, to 
stand before the American people today 
and say that on that ground alone I am 
perfectly willing to take their judgment. 

·But there are other reasons which I 
think make my objection a sound one. 
We did not have all the Members of the 
Senate present yesterday afternoon. I 
understand that all of them are not yet 
back in town; and I do not like, Mr. 
President, to enter into unanimous-con
sent agreements to limit debate under 
such circumstances, when the issue in
volved is of such great importance to the 
Nation, until I feel that full and ample 
protection has been given to all my col
leagues in the assertion of their rights. 
So I objected, Mr. President, because I 
felt that there was no need for the great 
haste exhibited. Certainly by the be-

ginning of the week we· could find out 
one way or another, either by their pres
ence or through telegrams or by tele
phone, what the wishes of the absentee 
Senators might be in regard to this mat-
ter. . · 

I think, Mr. President, we owe each 
other courtesy also. I think decent 
comity should flow from each one of us 
to each· other. It was my opinion that 
it would not be fair to hasten through 
a vote on this measure this afternoon at 
5 o'clock, when, so far as I know, and 
no proof could be given to me to the con
trary-at least, I could not find any as
surance of it-that some of the absentees 
did not, when they left town, have any 
understanding that an attempt would be. 
made to pass upon this message on Sat
urday afternoon at 5 o'clock. 

I recognize, Mr. President, that on a 
great many issues the making of a unan
imous-consent request does not call for 
checking with absentees. I know the 
rules do not make it necessary. I know 
that on a great many issues it really 
does not make any difference. But here 
we are dealing witL one of the most vital 
issues to face the Eightieth · Congress. 
It is so recognized l>Y all of us and by 
the country. So I felt, Mr. President, 
that it was only fair that an opportunity 
be given . for sufficient delay in the final 
vote on this message so that· the ab
sentees would have opportunity to re
turn here, try to arrange pairs, or make 
their wishes known as to whether they 
felt we should proceed .to vote on Satur
daY afternoon in the.ir absence. On. ma
jor issues such as this, if an absent Sen
ator, for example, made kn,own that he 
did not want the vote to be taken in his 
absence, I would never hesitate to object 
in his behalf, even though he then .were 
absent. 

But I also wish to say that in ·my 
opinion there is a responsibility upon 
each one of us, even though we may 
disagree on the merits of issues, to lean 
over backward in trying to be fair and 
highly courteous and respectful of the 
rights not only of those who agree with 
us but also of those who disagree with us. 

So I objected to the proposed procedure 
on that ground. 

I objected on another ground, and I 
wish to be very frank about it. I think 
my colleagues who have worked with m~ 
on the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare this year will testify without 
exception that from the beginning of the 
hearings to the final meeting of the 
committee, at which time the committee 
voted to report the Senate committee 
bill, not a single time did I fail to ex
tend to my committee colleagues the 
utmost consideration -and cooperation in 
the honest endeavor that each and 
every one of us was making to come for
ward with a labor bill which we felt 
would check the abuses of labor, which 
abuses most certainly need to be checked 
and should be checked, and to the extent 
that they can be checked by legislation 
they should be checked by the Eightieth 
Congress. · 

That was the spirit in which I worked 
on this labor legislation. The record will 
have to speak for itself as to whether I 
made any worth-while contributions to 
that end; but if Senators will check the 

legislation I have introdu'ced during this 
session of Congress and will check the 
work of the committee and will take 
note of the specific suggestions, motions, 
and proposals I made, they cannot 
escape the conclusion that a good many 
of my suggestions were woven. into the 
fabric of the Senate committee bill. 

Mr. President, as the RECORD shows, 
when the bill came to the floor of the 
Senate and certain amendments were 
made, and when the bill went to confer
ence and certain additions were made, 
I could not see my way clear to vote for 
the measure, because in my judgment 
it would not work; because in my judg
ment it had become legislation which 
was administratively unsound, and be
cause in my judgment it would result in 
a serious impairment of the rights of 
both labor and industry. I shall discuss 
that part of my speech later at greater 
length. 

I am simply seeking now to lay the 
outline as to why I have seen fit to ob
ject to the proposed unanimous-consent 
agreement. I could not agree to the leg
islation, but I make these points because 
I know that in a controversy such as 
this there are those who momentarily 
will overlook the true position of the 
junior Senator from Oregon in regard to 
labor legislation. 

I feel that this legislation is so bad, 
and I feel that the President's veto mes
sage in regard to it is so sound, that I 
thought at least a week end should be 
devoted to public discussion of the legis
lation and the veto message. I think 
great good will ~orne of such discussion, 
because had we voted yesterday after
noon and had the die been cast, so to 
speak, at that time, all of us know that 
there would not have been neaily as 
much public discussion as there will l'M 
as a result of the objection I filed and, 
through it, the focusing of public at
tention on the message and the bill, be-

. cause if and when· this bill is enacted 
into law and becomes operative, it is very 
important that as many of our people 
as possible understand what it entails 
and what some of us think are its weak
nesses, and prepare themselves-if thE>se 
of us who object to it are proved to be 
correct, and I think time will prove us 
to be correct-to make the adjustments 
in the economic field which will have 
to be made in order to meet . the various 
emergencies and dislocations which in 
all probability will develop in our eco
nomic order as a result of the applica
tion of the legislation to specific in
stances. 

Let me make myself perfectly clear at 
this point in the RECORD in regard to 
another position of mine concerning 

· legislation of which I may not approve, 
and that is that once such legislation is 
actually placed on the statute books 
and has the standing and the sanctity of 
law, there is no man in this body who 
will be more insistent than I upon its 
enforcement and who will refuse to con
done in any r.espect or to any degree 
whatsoever any ;refusal on the part of 
anyone to comply fully with its terms. · 

We cannot have Government by law in 
this country maintained on any other 
basis. Of course, my deep feeling about 
that, that once it takes on the sanctity 
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of law it must be carried out, is not go
ing to change human nature. Thus, as I 
have said before, if a law becomes un
popular with a large minority of our 
people who believe that it is inherently 
unjust to their legitimate rights, it is 
·going to be very difficult to administer 
such a law, but so long as it is on the 
books I think every effort should be 
made to enforce· it, or as I have· said in 
some decisions, whatever forces .of Gov
ernment are available and necessary to 
be used in an attempt to enforce the 
law should be used. 

I have applied in many arbitration de
cisions and many War Labor Board de
cisions what I thought were · mistaken 
laws laws which I would not have voted 
for had I been in Congress at the time, 
laws wh ich I felt did not strengthen Gov
ernment by law, and_! have said to a good 
many unions, in many decisions, words 
to this effect, "I did not write the law, 
but it is the law, and this union is going 
to comply with the law under its con
tract as long as this arbitrator is ar
bitrator under the contract.'' 

Mr. President, I make this point be
cause I want the RECORD to show that 
no one need worry about my counte
nancing any violation of the law. I can 
hold my beliefs as to what I think some 
of the administrative and enforcement 
problems of the law are going to be with
out in any way countenancing any prac
tices which seek to defeat the adminis
tration of the law. 

I cannot throw away years of very 
practical experience in the field of labor 
relations. Sometimes I am a little 
amused at one typical criticism which 
one of my background gets now and then, 
namely, "Did you ever meet a pay roll?" 
"Did you ever run a business?" "Do you 
really know anything about the practi
cal affairs of business?" 

I cannot understand that attitude. Of 
course, I did not come up with a silver 
spoon in my mouth. For a good many 
years the two most important dates in 
my home were the interest date and the 
tax date. I learned something about. the 
value of money in that training. So the 
practical businessmen who are inclined 
to criticize me for a lack of practical ex
perience know very little about my back
ground, apparently. 

For many years on our farm we sought 
to meet the economic. wolf at the door, 
so to speak, when farm prices were de
pressed, but for everything we had to 
buy the prices were very high. So, from 
the standpoint of practical life and un
derstanding in the field of agriculture, 
I have had experience. 

Mr. President, that is not all. I know 
what it is to drive a mail wagon, because 
in high school and college night after 
night I met trains until 4 o'clock in the 
morning, and went to school the next 
day. I think it gave me a little practical 
understanding of the problems of labor. 

Then there were the harvest fields in 
the Dakotas, and the cement mixers, and 
many other menial jobs, which I think 
gave me a little practical understanding 

·of the worker's point of view. 
There were years of college adminis

tration. I am surprised at the number 
of businessmen who seem to think, ap-

-parently, that admiiJ.istrative work in 
the field of education is no practical 
problem . . Running a law school for 13 
years during a period of depression, when 
budget problems were severe, was quite 
a business, and I think involved tl).e re
quirement of some business acumen. 

In my own private affairs, my own 
financial interests, small as they are, 
have not left me in any vacuum as far 
as the practical problems of business and 
our economic system are concerned. 

There have been years, and hard years, 
of very practical work in the field of labor 
relations, when in caEe after case, 
amounting to several hundred, I had a 
baptism in the practical problems of 
American business. I became as familiar 
as anyone possibly could with the finan
cial problems, the financial books, the 
profit-and-loss problems, and the eco
nomic problems confronting both em
ployers and labor in those cases. I think 
out of that experience, to a very large de
gree, I demonstrated a practical knowl
edge of the problems of the business, that 

·proved in many instances of great help 
to the businessman involved in the cases. 
I am willing to say that one will look in 
vain to find any businessmen who have 
tried cases before me, who would share 
the view of the critics, that I lack a prac
tical background or understanding of 
American business and its problems, or of 
American labor and its problems. 

It is not particularly agreeable · to me 
personally to say these things, but I say 
them because the suggestion is made in 
some quarters that I am a perfectionist 
in regard to labor legislation, that I am 
making the approach to it of a theorist 
and ex-college professor; although, let 
me say, in defense of my former profes
sion, that, contrary to a .general opinion, 
members of university faculties are very 
practical people. In fact, I have found 
in my work that some of the most im
practical are to be found in the field .of 
business and not on our college faculties 
at all. But be that as it may, I call at
tention to these things only because I 
want to have the record as clear as I can 
make it that I have not sought to make 
any theoretical approach to the labor 
legislation. I have sought to work for 
legislation that would work. I have 
sought to promote through the Senate 
legislation that would meet the practical 
problems of employer-employee rela
tions; and I do not think this bill will do 
that. I think that as American industry 
comes to study it we are going to find that 
more and more of its members will come 
to share my view. 

But, as I said, I thought it very im
portant that American industry and the 
people generally be given an opportunity 
to consider the legislation over the week 
end, and therefore I am willing to run 
all the risks of unpopularity among cer
tain colleagues in the interest of focusing 
attention on the legislation and the veto 
message by my objection. I am perfectly 
willing to assume the full and single re
sponsibility for it. The f~ct is I was not 
alone. The fact is I do not stand alone 
in the fight which I am making this week 
end. There are other Senators in this 
body who share my view, and who, to the 
extent of our physical endurance, are 

going to see this fight through to a con
clusion, if we are able to hold out that 
long; and I think· we can. 

I digress from that point for a moment 
to say that I agree with the senior Sen
ator from Oregon that it is not good 
practice for the Senate to hold sessions 
on Sunday, unless some really great na
tional emergency compels it; and the 
session on this coming Sunday, which 
apparently seems to be in the offing, is 
not necessary; it would not have been 
necessary, if an attempt had not been 
made to force a majority view upon a 
minority, which was asking only for 
what I think was a reasonable postpone
ment of final vote on the question. To 
the extent that I can, tomorrow, during 
the second speech which I shall make on 
this subject, which undoubtedly will fall 
on the morrow, I shall endeavor to move 
to the extent possible upon a spiritual 
level. But I think it is a grea,t mistake 
for the majority in effect to force a 
Sunday meeting upon us, simply be-· 
cause we will hot bow down and accept 
the unanimous consent agreement to 
vote on this day, Saturday, at 5 o'clock. 

I think the senior Senator from Ore
gon was entirely correct on another 
point that needs to be reemphasized, 
and that is, this type of struggle and 
controversy in the Senate really is un
necessary. It is. bound to produce 
strains. Oh, yes, I know in the cloak
rooms we can laugh it off, but it does not 
produce, as the senior Senator from Ol·e
gon implied in his very excellent state
ment, that cooperation among us and 
that brotherly feeling which I think 
ought to exist even though differences of 
opinion exist. There is a little difference 
here, though, Mr. President. Some one 
very aptly put it, I think, when he said 
that this situation was really based upon 
the law of force, the force of the majority 
imposing its will upon the minority. At 
least I do not think it is the most kindlly 
approach that could be made to the solu
tion of the problem; and I regret it. I 
think it is too bad. I think we ought to 
move above it. In fact, I think what the 
Senate of the United States needs now, 
Mr. President, more than anything else, 
is a period of relaxation. We need a 
good fellow get-together. We need to 
wash the slate clean of this controversy. 
I think we need to recognize that it 
should not have arisen in this way. I 
think there is a pretty good case in sup
port of my view on that subject. Let us 
look at the RECORD. 

I wonder if the Chair knows of any 
time-! cannot recall one-during the 
present session when we thought a sit
uation was of such an emergent charac
ter that immediately upon its being laid 
before the Senate, as was the President's 
message yesterday afternoon-when I 
say "immediately," I mean within cer
tainly a very short time, a matter of 
minutes, but I cannot recall now how 
many minutes-the request was made 
to vote upon it as of today at 5 o'clock, 
and when that request was objected to, 
lo and behold, it was made clear to 
those of us in the minority that we were 
going to stay in session until such tiitte 
as a vote could be had. 

I was shocked at that. I think it was 
very unfortunate, because I cannot for-
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get my ·experiences in' the Senate of the 
United States in connection with unani
mous-consent agreements and :fili
busters. I know my own record on that 
subject, too, Mr. President. No one in 
the Senate, not even my good friend 
the junior Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL] is more aware of my position 
on filibusters than I am myself. I shall 
vote any time for a rule of the Senate 
that will make filibusters impossible. 
I shall vote also at any time for a rule 
which will prevent the abuse of the 
unanimous-consent agreement, because, 
as I have said before, I think it is very 
important that we keep this body a. 
forum in which there shall be untram
meled, unlimited debate on the merits 
of an issue. . 

Ours is the last great citadel in the 
world, among all the parliamentary 
bodies in the world, in which that 
preeious right is still guaranteed. But 
it is going to become an empty right, 
Mr. President, if a dominant majority 
by way of a unanimous-consent agree
ment procedure, places a minority in a 
position of feeling that if it acts to pro
tect the right of unlimited debate it is 
guilty of some great wrong against the 
Senate. I think in the present session 
of Congress the unanimous-consent 
agreement procedure has been overused 
to such a degree that its use is in fact, 
not in theory, threatening the principle 
of unlimited debate on the merits of 
issues in the Senate. 

The Chair knows my conviction con
cerning unanimous-consent agreements 
procedure. The Chair will recall that in 
the Seventy-ninth Congress, when I was 
leading a :fight, in cooperatior1 with my 
senior colleague from Oregon [Mr. CoR
DON] in behalf of protecting the interests 
of the lamb producers of Oregon from 
what we knew to be the very a·rbitrary 
and unreasonable action of OPA, after 
failing in all -negotiations with -the OPA 
I decided, upon my own motion, to keep 
the Senate informed daily of the de
velopments of the OPA relations to the 
Iamb industry in my State. I received a 
considerable amount of criticism for 
that, and a great deal of good-natured 
kidding in the Senate. I knew it would 
become monotonous. I meant it to be 
monotonous, because through the mo
notony itself I hope to make crystal clear 
the position in which the lamb producers 
of my State found themselves-and I did. 
But it was during that debate, Mr. Presi
dent, that I had my first run-in, so to 
speak, with this practice of limiting de
bate through unanimous-consent agree
ments. 

The Chair will recall that the issue 
then pending before the Senate was of 
such importance that it resulted in the 
practice of yielding the floor at the close 
of the day to some Member of the Sen
ate so that he might have the floor and 
make a speech at the beginning of the 
next day. It had been the practice, after 
obtaining the floor under such a unani
mous-consent agreement, to yield the 
floor again to colleagues in the Senate so 
that they might do what is so frequently 
referred to as the floor-chore work-the 
introduction of bills, the presentation of 
memorials, the submission of material 

for insertion in the RECORD, and the mak
ing of br.ief speeches on subjects foreign 
to the one pending before the Senate. 
That had been the common practice. 

However, on this particular afternoon 
when the junior Senator from Oregon ob
tained the floor to make his daily pres
entation of the m.ost recent facts in con
nection with the situation of the Oregon 
lamb market, he was startled by the 
statement from the then holder of the 
floo{ that he would be yielded 5 miputes 
of time. I knew that that was not con
sistent with untrammeled debate in the 
United states Senate. I protested, but 
to no avail. So I used the time allotted, 
with the statement that when I obtained 
the floor in my own right I v•ould discuss 
the procedural principal involved. The 
next day I did so at some length. I think 
the RECORD will show approximately a 

_ 45-minute discussion of it, in which I 
stated that it seemed to me the whole 
practice of unanimous-consent agree
ments for limitation of debate had a 
great many dangei·s in it, and that I felt 
that each request should be weighed very 
carefUlly, because as a general rule I 
would thenceforth object to unanimous
consent agreements, which I did. 

The RECORD will show that during the 
Seventy-ninth Congress I objected many 
times to unanimous-consent agreements. 
I tried to be reasonabie about it and I 
think I was, because. the REcoRD will also 
show that on some occasions when it 
was perfectly clear to me that it was the 
will of every other Member of the Senate 
to vote on an issue, and if I had satisfied 
myself that that wa5 true, I gave con
sent: but each -time I made it very clear 
that so far as I was concerned each re-

,quest would have to be carefully scruti
nized, and that unless I was satisfied 
that it was a highly meritorious request 
I would object. That has been my policy. 

In the last session of Congress a great 
many of my Republican colleagues, shall 
I say, were not opposed to the position 
I had taken. I think I could go even 
further and say that on a good many 
occasions they welcomed my objection, 
because they felt that it gave them some 
advantage, although my objection was 
based upon my feeling that the use of 
the unanimous-consent procedure should 
be limited. · 

In this session of Congress I think the 
majority leader, the whip, and the chair
man of the policy committee could be 
offered as my witnesses, who, under ex
amination, would have to testify that the 
fact is that I have been extremely co
operative in regard to ¥4Prking out unan
imous-consent agreements. I have been 
cooperative, although it has seemed to 
me at times that some unanimous-con
sent agreements which were entered into 
when I was . absent from the Chamber 
were not particularly fair to me-not 
that any Senator thought for a moment 
about my interest in the matter or in
tended to be unfair; but I think the re
sult was that they were unfair. 

Take, for example, the recent inci
dent involving the National Science 
Foundation bill. We had before us the 
Kilgore amendment which called for a 
geographical distribution of funds on a 
certain percentage basis, and we had 
before us, my amendment which called 

for the application of a similar principle, 
but with some variations. 

I was called from the Chamber one 
afternoon on a very important confer
ence over the cofiee cups in the Senate 
restaurant below, the conference deal
ing with the Swan Island Shipyard ih 
my State. A unanimous-consent agree
ment was entered into on the floor of 
the Senate to take up the Kilgore 
amendment the next day, which was 
Friday, at 1 o'clock. That was per
fectly proper under the rules. The ef
fect of it, of course, was to place my 
own amendment in a more difficult posi
tion, because as yet I had not discussed 
my amendment, although I had hoped 
to do so that afternoon at some length, 
and I had my material on this desk for a 
discussion of it. It was simply one of 
those unfortunate and unhappy circum
stances for which no one was respon
sible so far as any wrong doing was con
cerned; but the agreement was entered 
into without a quorum call. The rules 
do not require it. However, my amend
ment was prejudiced. I stated at that 
time, and I stated at a meetive- before 
my Republican colleagues, that I 
thought we ought to be more careful in 
exercising requests for unanimous con
sent agreements in order to make cer
tain that the rights and interests of no 
Member of the Senate should be preju
diced thereby. I suggested that as a 
practice a quorum be called in order to 
provide that safeguard. 

I think that what I am saying, Mr. 
President, is important as a background 
for an understanding of my position on 
unanimous-consent agreements. With 
my view of them-and I am entitled to 
that view-and with the cooperation 
which I have extended to the Republi
can leadership in the Senate in this ses
sion of Congress, I think it is fair from 
the standpoint of the rights of a minor
ity, that we not insist on any unani
mous-consent agreements. It really is 
not necessary. The one suggested yes
terday afternoon with regard to a vote 
on the veto message today was not nec
essary, in view of the fact that it in
volved the one piece of legislation to 
which in this session of Congress I have 
devoted more time than to any other~ 
and it involved a piece of legislation on 
which I have a very deep conviction. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquirY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BALL 
in the chair). The Senator will state it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. What is the ques
tion before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass, the ob
jections of the President of the United 
States to the contrary notwjthstanding? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Does the able Sen

ator from Oregon feel that he is dis
cussing the merits or demerits of the 
question before the Senate? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am very 
glad to answer that question. I think it 
is a very fair question, and I am sure it 
is asked by my good friend from In
diana in a very kindly spirit -of wanting 
to cooperate with the junior Senator 
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from Oregon. My answer to the ques
tion is "Yes." I think it is necessary 
for me to lay the foundation which I am 
laying in my introductory remarks for 
my discussion of the merits of the veto 
message. 

But, to go back, Mr. President, to the 
point I was making, I think that in view 
of the fact that I have these views on 
unanimous-consent agreements, it was 
due me, although no one need recognize 
the obligation if there be one, not to 
press for such a unanimous-consent 
agreement ·an this~ part~cular piece of 
legislation, in view of the cooperation I 
have extended on unanimous-consent 
agreements and other matters in this 
session and in the last session also, for 
that matter, and knowing at the same 
time that this whole practice of unani
mous-consent agreements is tending to 
become abused in the Senate; in fact, it 
is putting into practice-a loose prac
tice, I admit-a form of limitation of 
debate in the Senate. 

I want to clear up another matter, 
because there is an ugly rumor afloat in 
the Senate. It was mentioned to me 
by the President pro tempore, the Sen
ator from Michigan [Mr. VANDENJ3ERG) 
early last evening by way of a question 
which he put to me in conversation, and 
a similar question was put to me by my 
good friend the senior Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. CORDON). I think I state 
the question accurately when I say they 
wanted to know from me if at any time 
I had agreed to go along with the unani
mous-consent agreement to vote on this 
bill at 5 o'clock on Saturday. I told 
them I had not, which is the truth, Mr. 
President, so help me God. I take my 
oaths very seriously, and I am very glad 
to spread on the RECORD what I know 
about any basis for any such rumor. 

For a good many weeks, I have been 
planning that at the close of the Wash
ington schools my family and I would 
take a little trip by automobile to Mad
ison, Wis., for a family reunion picnic 
which is to be held tomorrow. In fact, 
it has been a topic of ·considerable con
versation. It has been looked upon by 
us in the family as not exactly a vaca
tion, but somewhat as a reward for the 
success of each one of us in the family, 
including the parents, in passing some 
very difficult courses this year. l have 
been going through the fifth grade and 
seventh grade and sophomore-courses in 
high school, and I am afraid it has not 
been at all times with very good grades, 
from the standpoint of my preparation 
of answers to questions. I had quite for
gotten all I knew about plane geometry, 
and I discovered that percentages with 
fractions were a little far removed from 
the ordinary' work of the Senate. But 
we passed. In fact, those who have actu
ally received their grades did pretty well. 
So this little trip was a sort of reward. 
On Thursday-time is slipping so rapidly 
that I for the moment find it difficult · to 
recall the date-before I left the floor of 
the Senate, I spoke to my good friend, the 
Senator from Nebraska [l\1;r. WHERRY] 
about whether he knew what the pro
cedure would be if the President should 
send a veto message. Of course we did 
not know on Thursday. The best guess 

was that he would, but we could not tell 
with absolute certainty. 

So the Senator from Nebraska-and I 
am giving my best and honest recollec
tion of the conversation-said, "Well, 
WAYNE, I just don't know. I suppose 
there will be an attempt to vote ·shortly 
after we get the message, but it is hard 
to tell.'' He said, "I understand that 
some of the men on the other side are 
away, and there is some question aa to 
whetper they can get back. For ex~m
ple," he said, "I understand that Senator 
THOMAS. of Utah is .in Europe, and that 
if · the Senators on the other side think 
the vote is going to be close enough, they 
may try to get him back. I simply can't 
tell you." 

I said "I want to go to Wisconsin with 
my family; ·but, of course, in view of the 
fight I have made on this bill, I certainly 
cannot ju'stify not being here when a 
vote is taken. So I guess I had better 
cancel my trip." 

He said, "I don't know how to advise 
you. I . think you are probably right; 
probably you shouldn't take any 
chances." 

I said, "Very well; I will think it over." 
Mr. President, I shall relate two. or 

three other conversations. I wish ·to 
make very clear that in that converaa
tion there was no discussion of any posi
tion on any unanimous-consent agree
ment. There was no request as to 
whether I would go along with any agree
ment, if such an agreement were offered. 
It was simply a discussion, as I have re
called it here, in which I laid my prob
lem before the Senator from Nebraska. 
Let me say that he was most courteous 
and friendly about it. 

Then I went over to my office. I was. 
doing some work, prior to going horrie, 
and I got a telephone call from my good 
friend the Senator from Nebraska. He 
said, "Wayne, I think I ought to tell you 
that I have just had a talk"-! think he 
said "with Mr. MARTIN"; but I may be in 
error about that. If he did not have it 
directly with Mr. MARTIN, he had it with 
someone who had had a talk directly 
with Mr. MARTIN. I cannot recall which 
of those two alternatives is correct; but 
it is either one or the other. "And," he 
said, "It looks as though we are going to 
have a veto. No one knows it for a cer
tainty, but everything points that way. 
MARTIN says he thinks the House will get 
the veto message over to the Senate by 

- 1:30, if it comes down from the Presi
dent." He said, "If that happens, I don't 
see how we can miss taking it up." He 
said, "I think an attempt will be made 
to get a vote before the week end is 
over." 

I said, "I haven't decided what to do 
yet." 

He replied, "You certainly probably are 
in the best position to know whether the 
boys over on the other side are going to 
make any long speeches on it." 

I said, "Ken, the truth is, I don't know. 
They haven't told me what their pleasure 
is in regard to it." · 

Mr. President, that was the sum and 
substance of that conversation. Again 
I emphasize that I am sure that KEN 
WHERRY, of Nebraska, will testify to the . 

same thing, namely, that there was no 
discussion that by any stretch of the 
imagination involved any unanimous
consent agreement· or any commitment 
on my part to any unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

Mr. President, in view of my position 
on unanimous-consent agreements, the 
leadership of my party J.n this body al
ways puts to me, point blank, "Will you 
or will you not go along with such and 
such an agreement?" Mr. President, 
here was a conversation th~t had been 
initiated by me in seeking information 
from my- le~dership as to whether it 
thought a vote on this matter would be 
pressed before the week end was over, 
because if there ·was not- going to be 
any, I wanted to know whether it would 
be safe for me to go to Wisconsin. 

Mr. President, I want to .make very 
clear at this point that, so far as I know, 
the Senator from Nebraska E-Mr. 
WHERRY) does not hold to the view that 
I made any commitment on a unani
mous-consent agreement. He will have 
to speak for himself. I think it was a 
matter which he took for .. granted be
cause I was raising a question as to 
whether or not it would be safe for me 
to go to Wisconsin. Any intimation to 
me that any offer was being made by 
anyone to bind me to vote on this ques
tion before the week-end would have im
mediately brought from me my objection. 

In the telephone conversation with the 
Senator from Nebraska the matter was 
left hanging in the air again as to any 
definite information on the basis of 
which I felt I was justified either in 
going to Wisconsin or canceling my trip. 
So·I tried to get in touch with the Sena
tor rom Ohio [Mr. TAFT), but unfortu
nately I had lost the little book of tele
phone numbers, and could not .reach 
him. I found that perhaps the operator 
could help me. I could not reach him 
before I left my office, but by the time I 
reached home the Senator from Ohio 
very kindly called me. My recollection 
of that conversation, which I think the 
Senator from Ohio will also verify, is 
that he, too, said no one could be sure: 
He said, "I do not know what they are 
going to do." He laughed and said, "I 
think probably it will be a little risky if 
you want to vote on the question, but 
you know the Senate.'' 

Mr. President, at no time in that con
versation was there any suggestion that 
I was to go along with any unanimous
consent agreement. Had the request 
been made to me I would have objected, 
as I did when it was made on the floor 
of the Senate, because I have felt that 
the veto message should receive very 
careful and thorough debate on the floor 
of the Senate In fact, for some time I 
have been checking on the congressional 
history of vetoes. I forget the exact 
date, but I think probably 3 or possibly 
4 weeks ago I called upon the Library 
of Congress to prepare a memorandum 
for me, based upon an analysis of wheth
er or not at the time of the Constitu
tional Debates, and on down through our 
history since the Constitutional Debates, 
there was any basis :or the view that 
under our check and balance system a 
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veto should be given the benefit of a 
presumption, as we say in the law. 

It is a little mooted; there are argu
ments both ways on it, but I cite that 
at this point-and I shall come back to 
it later in detail-to witness the fact that 
it has been my intention over a consid
erable period of time to call for a thor
ough debate of the veto message, if one 
should be handed down. 

Mr. President, I think that background 
is important in weighing and appraising 
rumor. as to my seeking information as 
to what my party leadership thought. the 
chances were, first, that the bill would 
be vetoed, and, second, if it were vetoed, 
whether we would vote on it before the 
end of the week. 

I wish to make clear again, Mr. Presi
dent, that to my knowledge neither the 

· Senator from Nebraska nor the Senator 
from Ohio takes the position that I made 
any commitment to them. .I do not 
know how a rumor like that got started. 
I shall refer to another telephone con
versation in a moment; but L do not 
know how a rumor like that got started. 
I presume it was started when feelings 
were running a little high, and out of 
the knowledge that someone had that I 
had talked with the Senator from Ohio 
and the Senator from Nebraska- along 
the lines I have discussed; but really 
out of the whole cloth, has come suffi
cient cloakroom discussion of this mat
ter so that my colleague, the senior Sen
ator from Oregon, and the senior Sen
ator from Michigan, put the question to 
me. Each one of them, when I told him 
there was no foundation in fact for the 
rumor, said, ''That settles it with me." 
As I have said before, I repeat, a man's 
coin in the Senate is his word, and no 
one is more jealous of his word than is 
the junior Senator from Oregon. · 

Again, Mr. President, it does shed a 
little light on the laxity which I think is 
developing in our attitudes toward unan
imous-consent agreements, because if 
there is a desire to ascertain -whether a 
Senator is to be a party to a unanimous
consent agreement, it is very simple to 
find oat whether he is going to be a party 
to it or not by asking him point blank. 
I do not know of any other way of enter
ing into such ari agreement,. and if 1 want 
to know whether or not a Senator is 
willing to go along with a unanimous
consent agreement, I am going to ask 
him in so many words whether he will 
or will not. 

No such question was ever put to me 
by any Member of the Senate, no com
mitment was ever obtained from me by 
any Memb.er of the Senate, and the first 
request for a unanimous-consent agree
ment that was put to me was put on the 
floor of the Senate yesterday afternoon, 
when I rose at my place and objected 
to it. 

I entertain the hope that that stfLte
ment will clarify a matter which has 
hurt me very deeply, because it is not 
pleasant to have anyone in the Senate 
spread a rumor which is not based on 
fact. Certain of my colleagues in the 
Senate do not know me ·very wen, but 
those who do, know that if any request 
were ever made of me to go along with 
a unanimous-consent agreement, and , I 

said I wouid, no power could possibly 
get me to change niy position, unless I 
were released by those asking the 
consent. 

I may say, Mr. President, that con
trary to the notion of some, I do not like 
to be looked up.on as a constant dissenter 
with any of my party organization in the 
Senate of the United States; it is not a 
pleasant position. I know that my views 
on republicanism do not coincide with 
the views of many of my colleagues with
in the Senate; and there are minority 
views within the Senate; and so I find 
myself frequently voting contrary tothat 
of most of my Republican colleagues. 
Whether they are sound Republican 
views, or whether they represent the 
views of a majority of Republicans in 
the country, can not in my opinion, be 
determined in tbe Senate of the United 
States. I think that issue must be deter
mined on the campaign platforms, I think 
it must be determined by the rank and 
file of the Republican voters ·or America. 
With perfectly good nature I may say, 
Mr. President, that I am willing to take 
my chances in that forum. I think there 
is a place for my_ views in the Senate of 
the United States, on this side of this 
aisle, just as I think there is a place for 
the views of those to whom we refer as 
more conservative; because our party 
finds its greatest strength and its only 
hope for progress in hammering out a 
middle-of-the-road pattern, a fair and 
conscionable compromise between arid 
among our views. I have a little hunch 
that in 1948 some of my critics, pos
sibly some even -in the Senate of the 
United States, at that time, in the heat 
of a campaign will say, "Well, after all, 
he is not such a bad fellow; we do not 
agree with him, but we cannot question 
that he, too, believes in this form of gov
ernment of ours; such differences as we 
may have with him are pricipally differ
ences of degree; he, too, believes that the 
only way we can check the spread of 
leftist philosophies, Fascist and Com-

. munist concepts of government, is to 
make this system of ours work." That is 
tbe answer; and that means there is go
ing to have to be a give and take in modi
fying the views of. each one of us in the 
common interest of a sane and progres
sive Republican Party. There have been 
others, ia times gone by, who have run 
into some disfavor now and then with 
men in their party who may be at a given 
time in a position of party leadership; 
but I submit that the Republican Party 
in the long run has never been strength
ened by disciplining the progressives 
within it; and such will be proved to be 
true, in my judgment, in the years of the 
immediate future~ I think we ought to 
stop it. I do not say that out of selfish 
personal interest, because, as I have said 
once before in the Senate, after all, it is 
difficult on the :tloor of the Senate, at 
least, to discipline a man wJ:io refuses to 
be disciplined. Oh, the leadership may 
keep him off committees; it may adopt 
a policy whereby not a single Republican 
Senator from the Pacific coast can have 
a seat on the Foreign relations Commit
tee of. the Senate; but four from the 
Middle West, and three from the east 
coast can have. The leadership can 

keep a Senator from the Pacific coast 
off; I suppose it could even be done in 
the name of party discipline, but I do not 
think that is the way to build a strong 
party, I think it is a short-sighted 
policy. 

Likewise, Mr. President, one in the 
Senate who bears the label ••progressive" 
can be denied a seat, for example, on the 
Joint Committee on the Economic Re
port, even though that Member of the 
Senate, along with three of his col
leagues frequently referred to as pro
gressive, submitted on the floor of the 
Senate in the Seventy-ninth Congress a 
series of four amendments, as I did on 
behalf of myself and three of my col
leagues, and made speeches in support 
thereof. Those amendments, I think it 
must be admitted, were very instrumen
tal in passing the so-called full-employ
ment bill of 1946, arid after the submis
sion of the amendments and the accept
ance of the principle they embodied 
then by the other sponsors of the bill, 
these four so-called progressive Repub
lican Senators became cosponsors of 
the bill proper. Yet each and every one 
of those Senators . were kept o1I the 
very important committee called for to 
be appointed under that act, which com
mittee was appointed, because the power 
was there to -impose that type of disci
pline. I do not think that is the way, 
however, to build a strong Republican 
Party in the Senate, Mr. President; I do 
not think such action lends itself to the 
maximum of cooperation within the 
party, particularly when note is taken of 
the fact that two exceedingly able, and 
very fine, and certainly qualified, fresh
men Senators were put on that com
mittee. 

Oh, there are many other interesting 
little disciplines that can be used against 
the minority. Not only can minority 
members be discriminated against when 
it comes to appointments to Senate com
mittees, but they can be discriminated 
against when it comes to the appoint
ment of party organization committees. 
They can be kept off such committees. 
It can be made very sure that little or 
no recognition will be given to them or 
prestige added to them, but the vacan
cies are filled as they arise, by appoint
ment of very able, fine men, but men 
who are new in the Senate and junior 
in seniority, and use can be made of the 
seniority rule when maybe it meets one's 
purpose, or maybe not. 

I mention these things because I think 
they have a bearing on the procedure 
which is now followed in the Senate. I 
suppose the mentioning of them shows 
that I am a pretty human person after 
all. But 'it is not the personal as
pect of it t~at is important. The im
portant thing is that it is not good for 
the Senate to have developed within it 
on the part of anyone, such a situation-

. I am not alone, Mr. President, because 
too many men have come to me, includ
ing freshman Senators in the present 
term of Congress, and said, "We want 
you to know, Wayne, that although we 
are not voting with you on some of these 
questions, we do not like what is being 
done to you and some others on our side 
of the aisle." 
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The time will come, Mr. President, 

when those men will not be freshman 
Senators and will be more inclined
and I certainly understand their present 
position-they will be more inclined, I 
am sure, to express themselves in regard 
to the question I am raising. 

No, we do not need discipline in the 
Senate, Mr. President. We merely need 
to recognize that we have some sincere 
and some honest differences of opinion 
involving issues which are raging 
throughout the country, and which will 
continue to rage for some years to come, 
because of the fact that great social tur
moil exists here and abroad and the 
globe around, and we need all points of 
view in the Senate consistent with prin-" 
ciples of our form of government. We 
need the utmost of cooperation among 
all of us, freed from any feeling that be
cause some do not share the view of 
others, disciplinary measures must be 
resorted to. 

I am making no charges against any 
individual. I am just baring my heart 
on this subject for the good of the party. 

Because a majority of men in my 
party. in the Senate may not share my 
predominant points of view on various 
issues does not change the fact, Mr. 
President, that millions of Republicans 
in this country do, and they are being 
heard from more and more, month by 
month. I think they are going to make 
clear-pretty clear in 1948 and very clear 
in 1952, that if the Republican Party 
wants their continued support it had 
better move over into the middle of the 
road and follow the course I seek to 
follow. 

With that as a background, a little dif
ferent light is shed, Mr. President, on my 
feelings concerning the action which has 
been taken on the proposed unan,im.eus
consent agreement of yesterday. I think 
it was entirely unnecessary, for the ma
jority to insist upon that agreement, in 
view of the sincere and deep and hon
est convictions which I hold and which 
some others, too, hold with regard to the 
inadvisability of that agreement. I be
lieve that a real test Of the bigness of a 
majority is its ability to safeguard the 
rights and respect the prerogatives and 
privileges of the minority. We must not 
forget that. We should remember that 
we may be in the majority today but in 
the minority tomorrow. We may be in 
the minor.ity today and the majority to
morrow. 

Mr. President, the matter of human 
minds acting upon highly volatile and 
controversial issues is a very interesting 
phenomenon. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. MA
LONE in the chair) . The Senator will 
state it. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The very able Sen
ator from Oregon is carrying on a very 
valuable discussion of this measure in 
very extended fashion, which equals the 
record of many men who have held the 
:floor in this Chamber. I am sure that he 
does not wish to take any advantage of 
others who have competed with him for 
a long-distance record in discussion. It 
is necessary, in order· to qualify under 
the championship rules here, that a Sen-

ator shall not avail himself of any aid in 
carrying on the discussion. I do not 
know whether the Senator from Oregon 
has in mind to qualify in this long-dis
.tance derby, but the rules require that 
he shall not lean upon the desk or have 
any other material aid. 

I call this matter to the attention of 
the Senator not for the purpose of dis
rupting his discourse ·or disturbing him, 
but in order that he may realize what 
has been the practice which has pre
vailed. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that my good friend from 
Maine is in error in his point of order. 
I shall be perfectly willing to have the 
Chair rule upon it, and, after the ruling, 
discuss it. 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair rules that there is no written rule 
on the subject. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
refer to the precedents. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair rules that there is nothing in the 
rules or precedents with respect to lean
ing. The Senator is merely required to 
stand. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I can 
assure the Senator from Maine, from 
the sensation on the bottoms of -my feet, 
that I am standing. 

Another word or two with regard to 
the filibuster. I am not one to deny for 
one split second that the debate which 
is going on in the Senate of the United 
States is a form of filibuster. As I 
stated earlier, I say that as one who is 
opposed to filibusters, and who will vote 
to outlaw them from the Senate; also 
as one who will vote to surround the 
unanimous-consent agreement proce
dure with greater protection so far- as 
minorities are concerned. 

I wish to call attention to a few ele
ments of this particular filibuster. This 
is not a filibuster which seeks to prevent 
a vote on this measure. It is not a fili
buster which seeks to kill a given meas
ure by consuming whatever period of 
time may be necessary until other Mem
bers of the Senate agree to withdraw the 
legislation in its entirety. Those are the 
typical filibusters. This is only a little 

, battle over procedure. We are ready to 
vote on this measure on Monday, Tues
day, Wednesday, or any other day begin
ning with Monday. We have given our 
reasons why we think a delay for that 
period of time is justified. 

No; we are not filibustering to kill a 
measure, in the sense that it shall not 
come to a vote. I think it was entirely 
unnecessary from a procedural point of 
view for the majority to force the mi
nority into this position. I am willing to 
take my share of the responsibility for 
the filibuster, judged from the stand
point of the reasons which I have ad
vanced as to why I think it is necessary 
and justified. I am willing to let the 
American people judge as to who is truly 
responsible for the spectacle which the 
United States Senate has put on for the 
past several hours. I do not think it was 
wise or desirable. It certainly was not 
necessary for the majority to say, in 
effect, "You are going to ·Gake it and like 
it." We shall see. We do not like it. We 

dislike it very much. But if our forces 
hold out-and I believe . they will-I 
think ~e shall be able to take it. 

I think' that on the basis of public dis
cussion which will take place in this 
country in the next 48 hours on the veto, 
the message, and on the procedure in the 
Senate, the American people will' have a 
much clearer understanding of what is 
in hand and involved in this labor bill 
than if those of us in the minority had 
not been willing to "lead with our chins," 
so to speak. Of course when we are in 
the minority that is one of the prices 
which .has to be paid in politics. One 
cannot "lead with his chin" without its 
getting hit now and then. Usually, 
sooner or later, a knock-out blow is de
livered politically. The important thing 
to remember about most men who fight 
a minority fight is that that does not 
bother them. They know that that is 
reasonably certain to be the final price 
for the exercise of independence of 
judgment on issues as the minority sees 
them. 

Of course, we must have a sense of 
humor, Mr. President, with reference to 
some of these blows on the chin. We 
also must have a sense of humor about 
some of the blows delivered beneath the 
belt. It certainly is true that politics fre
quently is not a very nice game; yet we 
all know that we must be willing to stand 
up and be counted. We must be willing 
to exercise honest independence of judg
ment · on the merits of issues as we see 
them. We must be willing at times, un
der our representative system of govern
ment, to act against and vote contrary to 
the wishes of a temporary majority. I 
discussed that at some length on June 5, 
Mr. President, and I shall not now re
peat it~ 

After that speech I got a little wallop, 
not very high up in the anatomy, figura
tively speaking, but as in most such in
stances political bruises will heal in due 
course of time as the people come to un
derstand the facts in 1·egard to the 
subject. 

In that speech of June 5 I _pointed out 
that a considerable amount of pressure 
was being placed upon me both by labor 
groups, employer groups, and public 
groups generally, to take a position fa
vorable to thei-r respective points of view 
on the labor bill. I pointed out that from 
the communications whicn I had re
ceived it was being made pretty clear to 
me that apparently the majority of the 
people in my State as of that particular 
moment were of the opinion that I should 
vote for the labor/ bill. I explained in 
that speech that it was a very difficult 
situation in which to find oneself. I 
think the speech will show that I used 
the phrase that it was not "politically 
comfortable." But it raised the ques
tion, as I see it, under our representative 
for~ of government, as to what my real 
duty was. Was it my duty to vote on the 
basis of a Gallup-poll approach to the 
question and vote for a bill which I 
thought was bad legislation and would 
not carry out the objectives of the people 
of my State as they sought those objec
tives in labor legislation and which con
tained provisions which, in my judgment, 
were unconstitutional? Or should I ·take 
the position that I should be willing to 
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run the political risks involved and .sub
ordinate personal selfishness to the re
sponsibility and obligation of voting on 
the basis of what I honestly believed and 
knew to be the fact in regard to the par
ticuluar bill? 

In that speech I developed the theme 
that it is the solemn obligation of a 
Member of this body to vote in accord
ance with what his best judgment tells 
him is legislation which will meet the de
sires and the objectives of the majority 
of his constituents, and then be willing 
to go before those constituents and give 
them his reasons for so voting. If the 
reasons are not sufficient to change the 
point of view ·they held prior to the time 
they learned of them, then, under our 
representative form of government, it is 
the privilege and the right of the con
stituents to defeat such an officeholder 
at the next election. 

I said in that speech that that was the 
position I had taken and intended to con
tinue to take in the Senate; that I be
lieved it was the position that, upon re
:fiection and analysis, my constituents 
would want me to take, and therefore, 
on the basis of that principle, I would not 
vote for the labor bill. However, in the 
course of that discussion I mentioned 
the telegrams I was receiving from home, 
particularly from employers who were 
urging me to vote for the bill. I re
lated-and I think it is obvious from the 
R-ECORD that I did so in very good 
humor-the activities of th~ Chamber of 
Commerce of the United States in my 
State in recent weeks, functioning 
through one of their advisers, a man by 
the name of Jacob Allen, who had been 
making speeches before audiences · in 
Oregon-so far as I knew, largely cham
ber of commerce audiences. In fact, I 
read into the RECORD a newspaper item 
from the Capital Journal, published in 
the capital city of my State, reporting 
that Mr. Allen, the representative of the 
Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States, had asked his auditors to urge 
upon me by communications that I vote 
for the bill; and in my speech I pointed 
out that he had been reasonably success
ful, at least, in getting a good many such 
communications sent to me. I read one 
example from a very good friend of mine 
in the lumber industry-in fact, not only 
a good friend of mine but one of my 
active and ardent supporters in the cam
paign. In that telegram he advised, in 
effect-! do not quote it exactly-that 
he believed that my constituents-farm
ers, lawyers, working people, and the 
public generally-wanted me to vote for 
this legislation. · 

Mr. President, I had been confronted 
with quite a mass of communications of 
that type, not many of which were word
ed in such a friendly vein as that in 
which that particular friend of mine 
worded his; but inasmuch as he is one 
of the outstanding leaders in the lumber 
industry in Oregon, I knew that a tele
gram going to him and making perfectly 
clea1· that I was not going to vote for 
that legislation would undoubtedly re
ceive considerable circulation among 
lumbermen in the State, or I thought the 
chances were good, at least, that he would 
ma~e clear to a good many employers 
with whom he came in daily contact 

that it was not going to do any good to stituents who write and telegraph us. 
try to get me to change my mind on this That is one reason why I think there 
bill. So I sent him a telegram, and I should be a del~y over the week end, 
put my reply in the REcORD for June 5. for the final vote on the labor bill. First, 
In that- telegram~ said: ! ·think our constituents have a right to 

Thank you for your wire. Deeply regret make their views known to us, I think we 
that I cannot vote for conference report bill. have an obligation to give them that op
I am satisfied that it is unsound legislation portunity, and we have a duty to weigh 
in its present form. However, if I lmew that and consider their views before we vote. 
every person in the State of Oregon wanted It has been said that it is not prob
the. bill passed, I would still vote against it - able that any Senator would change his 
because my obligation in this job is to vote . 
for what I consider to be sound legislation in views on the basis of any home repre-
the public interest and not for legislation sentation. I do not accept that, Mr. 
which a temporary majority may think it President. I think there is always the 
wants when you and I know that a majority possibility that some point of view, which 
of the people of Oregon have not analyzed either has not been presented to us, or 
the weaknesses and limitations of this legis- has not been presented to us in the light 
lation. I can assure you that it is not an of all of its facets, might change our 
easy decision for me to make because I agree opinion. If that possibility did not exist, 
with you that undoubtedly a majority of my th d 
constituents thiuk they want this legislation. en we woul be in a bad state of affairs 
However, what they really want is legislation in representative government in Amer
which will check the major labor abuses and ica. But I know the possibility does 
bring about a maximum degree of'industrial exist. 
peace. Unfortunately this legislation will We have seen it illustrated on the :floor 
not accomplish those objectives and hence I of the Senate many times. On issues 
cannot and will not vote· for it. which appeared to be hopelessly lost, 

Regards. with no chance of saving them, we have 
Mr. President, that is a fairly clear seen an aroused public opinion on those 

statement of an unequivocal position. issues present itself in such a clear form 
But~ Mr. President, in my speech, after by way of giving to us unanswerable 

I read that telegram into the RECORD, I arguments, and pointing out to us things 
went on to say some other things; and I we had never thought about, that votes 
wish to read them into this RECORD be- were changed in the Senate of the United 
fore I make a comment regarding the States. So I say that with that possi-
use which was made of my telegram by bility,. of which I think we could almost 
the press. take judicial notice, we owed it, and we 

I said~ following the reading of that still owe it, to the people of America, to 
telegram: give them an opportunity over this week 

end to consider the . veto, and make Mr·. President, it is not at all pleasant, 
it is not at all politically comfortable, to find known to us their views. Then, in ac-
oneself in a position in which he is satisfied cordance with the principles I enunci
'that the majority of the people of his state ated in the June 5 speech, so far as I 
have been so propagandized with regard am individually concerned, I feel it my 
to a piece of bad legislation that they really obligation to give full consideration to 
believe it is the piece of legislation that those views, and I shall then do what 
should be passed. I think is best from _the standpoint of 

On the other hand, as I read the constitu- passing sound legislation on the basis of 
tional debates on the basis of which this the merits of the case, modified in what-
Government-came into being it was not con·-
templated that unde1; a represenative form ever way my action should be modified 
of government a man in ~he senate of the by the merits of representations made 
United States· should vote in accordance with to me by the people of my State and the 
the dictates of a majority as determined American public. 
b'y a Gallup poll or some other method of In keeping with the spirit of that prin-
determining a temporary majority opinion. ciple, I said this also in my speech on 
Rather, the basic theory of representative J 5 
government requires a Senator to assume the une : · 
solemn obligation, intended' by the founding It is only on the basis of that principle of 
fathers, and vote for legislation which he representative government, Mr. President, 
believes. to be in the publ-ic interest_, even · may I say from this platform today to the 
though he knows that as of that _moment a people of my State, that I desire to remain 
majority of his constituents would vote con- in the Senate of the United States. It. was 
trary to his judgment. Then it is ,his obli- on the basis of that principle that I ran 
gation of political leadership to stand up and for this office and the peoJ?le of Oregon 
tell his constituents why he took 'the action elected me on the basis of that abstract 
which he did. If his reasons are not satis- principle. I believe they will keep me here 
factory to them then it is their opportunity to apply it. 
and privilege to remove him from his seat I digress at that point to say how well 
at the next election. I think the people of 
my state want me to represent them by I remember how I enunciated that prin-
exercising an honest independence of judg- ciple in my campaign in 1944 before 
ment on the merits of issues as .I find them audience after audience. Neither one of 
back here. They want me to weigh the those campaigns of mine in 1944 was an 
views of those constituents who write and easy one. I campaigned against very able 
wire me, but cast my votes free of political men. I campaigned against men who 
pressures and unmoved by threats of loss of · t d t · d t · I 
political support if I do not do the bidding were JUS as e ermme o . wm as was 
of some pressure groups. determined to win, with the result that 

I think we had a campaign, both in the 
Let me digress a moment from that primary and in the general election, 

part of the speech-and I shall return which provided the State of Oregon with 
to it in a moment-to say that I tried some very interesting discussions, not 
to, and I think I did, make as clear as only on the then pending issues, but on 
the English language can make clear the entire system of representative gov
that it is our responsibility to weigh and ernment. Before audience after audi
careful!Y consider the views of our con- ence I said in that campaign that I was 
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not making any political promises, that 
I did not want to go back to the Senate 
of the United States with my hands tied 
with any commitments. , 

I now say verbatim, Mr. President, 
what I said in many and many a speech. 
I would say to my audiences, "If you 
don't want me to exercise an honest in-
dependence of judgment on the merits 
of issues as I find them, and in accord
ance with the evidence as I believe it to 
be after careful study of the issues, then 
don't send me to Washington." Almost 
invariably my audiences would applaud 
vigorously that statement.- Then I 
would laugh and say, "Yes; you like that, 
in the abstract, but let us be frank about 
it; you are not always going to like it, 
when I come to apply it to specific is
sues"; and then they would laugh, be
cause they, too, recognized how truthful 
that statement was. But I said, "After 
all, in this campaign we are going to have 
to decide some great issues in the next 
session of Congress, so controversial in 
nature that if I laid them out on this 
platform tonight before this audience, 
we would not find the. audience break
ing up into two divisions, those that 
agreed one way or another way on these 
issues; it is not so simple as that. We 
would find a great variation of views 
among people in this audience, because 
the most of these issues are not either 
black or white; these issues have a great 
many mixed issues within them." They 
understood that, and I told them I 
thought it was a mistake for men to run 
for the Congress of the United States on 
the basis of a lot of promises and pledges 
as to what they were going to do in re
gard to specific issues, as times change' 
too rapidly. Issues themselves take on 
new colorings, as human, economic, po
litical, and world events change.' My 
people understood that. It is no sur
prise to a majority of the people of the 
State of Oregon that I took the position 
that I took on June 5 on the floor of the 
Senate. That did not come as news to 
them, but wh;:tt did come as news to 
them, Mr. President, was a very limited 
and a taken-out-of-text report of that 
speech. What happened? The press of 
Oregon carried an AP dispatch in news
paper after newspaper. I do not know 
how much of the speech the AP sent 
out, but, in newspaper after newspaper, 
this part of one sentence, and only this 
part of the speech, was quoted, and this 
pa.rtial sentence was taken out of the 
telegram which I sent to the Oregon 
Lumberman, in which telegram I sought 
to make as clear as I could that I felt 

· this was bad legislation. And here is the 
part of the sentence, the only report of 
the speech carried in the newspaper 
stories, as follows: 

However, if I knew that every person in 
the State of Oregon wanted the bill passed, 
I would still vote against it. 

I do not have to tell Senators that 
that partial sentence quotation used up 
a considerable amount of printer's ink 
and newspaper print in discussions of it 
in following issues of the newspapers, 
and in some instances the comments 
were highly critical, and were made prior 
to getting a full statement of the speech. 
Of course, as is usual under such cir-

cumstances, once a statement taken out 
of context such as that was taken out 
of context is printed in the press, the 
damage is done; there is not much that 
can be done about it, then and .there, at 
least. It simply presents one with an
other case of where he must roll with 
the punches. But, Mr. President, that 
is what I had in mind when I said that 
sometimes the blows one gets in politics 
do not even get up as high as the chin, 
pecause; even if the full sentence had 
been quoted, an understanding of my 
position would have been much clearer; 
and, of course, if the remainder· of the 
telegram had been quoted, a very clear 
understanding of my position would ·have 
followed. Let us look at the full sen
tence again: 

However, if I knew that every person in 
the State of Or.egon wanted the bill passed, 
I would still vote against it-

Not "Period," Mr. President, not "pe
riod." No period follows the word "it." 
The word '"because" follows it. The very 
seeing of the word ·"because" should 
have served clear notice that reasons for, 
explanation of, clarification of, the first 
part of the sentence was about to be set 
out in the second part of the sentence. 
That is exactly what I did-
because ~y obligation on this job is to vote 
for what I consider to be sound legislation 
in the public interest, and not for legisla
tion which a temporary majority may think 
it wants, when you and I know that a ma
jority of the people of Oregon have not· 
analyzed the weaknesses and the limitations 
of this legislation. 

That is the full sentence. That is 
why I said I was going to vote against 
the legislation, because I knew, and, as 
the sender of the first telegram· knew, 
most of the people who were telegraph
ing me, most of the people who had been 
stirred up· to put the political heat on 
me, acting on such advice as Mr. Jacob 
Allen, of the United States Chamber of 
Commerce, had so kindly . given them, 
had not studied the weaknesses of the 
legislation; and it was my conviction, 
and it is now my conviction and firm 
belief, that not only a majority of the 
people of the State of Oregon, but an 
overwhelming majority, once they come 
to understand the weaknesses of the 
legislation, will take the position that I 
did exactly right in voting against it. 

I am willing to give it a test, Mr. 
President, and I am going to test it in 
1950, God willing. Do Senators know 
what I think? I think many of the busi
nessmen who fell for Mr. Allen's United 
States Chamber of Commerce advice are 
going to be right in there backing me up 
in 1950 because they are just as inter
ested as I am in perpetuating the Ameri
can system of government with its eco
nomic democracy which rests upon sound 
principles of capitalism. They know 
when the dice are down, so to speak, that 
I can always be counted upon to fight 
for that form of government and its eco
nomic system of a private property econ
omy. 

So, I said in my speech on June 5 that 
when the United States Chamber of 
Commerce representative got to my 
home town of Eugene, Oreg., and sug
gested to my friends in the chamber of 
commerce there at their luncheon meet-

ing, where he spoke, that he hoped they 
would s~nd up a little prayer for me, that 
in effect-and I paraphrase, because I 
do not have the clipping before me
that in effect he hoped I would see the 
light and vote for the bill, I was indeed 
reverently moved. There are ·not very 
many progressives in America who have 
the United States Chamber of Commerce 
beseeching the Almighty to be of aid to 
them. But I am not fooled by it either, 
Mr. President. I believe, however, that 
in due course of time the businessmen 
who have temporarily-a majority of 
them, I think, in my State-been con
vinced that this labor legislation ought 
to be passed because they believe it will 
further their objectives, will express 
their approval of the action I have taken 
in opposing the legislation. .So I said in 
~he June 5 speech: 

If we cannot exercise that type of inde
pendence of judgment in representing the 
people of our States, then I want to say that 
I do not desire to serve in the Senate of the 
United States if I have to serve subject to 
yielding to the type of pressures that man
agement and labor groups are seeking to 
bring to bear upon the Members of the Sen
ate for votes on this labor bill. I have a 
hunch, Mr. President, that after the present 
wave of emotion passes and after the people 
of my State come to ~ee in actual operation 
the effects of such legislation as is now be
ing proposed, if it is placed on the statute 
books, a. large majority of them will come to 
thank me for exercising the Independence of 
judgment which I intend to exercise in cast
ing my vote against this bill. 

It has been interesting, Mr. President, 
to note the change in reaction in my 
State which has occurred since the 
newspapers have come to understand the 
full text of my speech of June 5. Early 
in the controversy the Portland Oregon
ian, one of the two largest newspapers 
in the State, very much exercised about 
the partial sentence which had been 
quoted out of context by the Associated 
Press, wrote an editorial saying that if 
such a hypothetical situation existed as 
I raised, then I should not go on the floor 
of the Senate and vote; that I should re
sign. That was a pretty strong state
ment, was it not. I read the editorial, 
and I am still here, and I intend to stay 
here until the end of my term, again, 
may I say, God willing. I will have an 
interesting little fight to come back, too. 
Far be it from me to predict what any 
newspaper might do in a campaign, 
but the Oregonian supported me last 
time; in fact,- the then publisher of the 
Oregonian was the person who first sug
gested to me that I run for the position. 
He is now editor of the Denver Post, but 
he left behind him at the Oregonian a 
good many other men, Mr. President, 
who I am satisfied upon a further reflec
tion on the full text of my speech cannot 
be nearly so disturbed about it as that 
editorial would seem to indicate. As I 
have made clear to them, it was their 
privilege to write the editorial; the peo
ple of Oregon will have to be the judges. 

However, there have been other edi
torials of quite a contrary nature, based 
upon the full text of the speech. The 
Oregon Journal, a great democratic 
newspaper, opposed me in the campaign, 
both in the primary and in the general 
election-and how they opposed me. 
Some of their editorials, -as they ex-
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pressed, were dipped in my blood. But 
that was a campaign. Newspapers, too, 
sometimes become partisan, as the 
distinguished present Presiding Officer 
of the Senate [Mr. DWORSHAK] would 
agree, in private conversation, at least, 
because he is fully familiar with the 
problems which confront a newspaper 
editor in a political campaign, both as 
an editor and as a candidate. What 
newspapers say in a campaign when they 
have taken a partisan side and have de
cided to support certain candidates in- · 
volves matters which require one to 
"roll" with the punches. There is no 
campaign in Oregon now. I shall send 
for the editorial from the Portland 
·Journal. I wish I had it here. In fact, 
I shall be speaking long enough so that 
it can be brought to me. In essence, the 
editorial quoted at length from the 
speech and sustained the position which 
I took. 

There is another newspaper in the 
State which published an editorial on 
the subject. I want to refer to that edi
torial too. The newspaper to which I 
refer is the Oregon Statesman, of Salem, 
Oreg. The publisher and editor is ·an 
outstanding public servant, with a record 
of public service in keeping with the 
name of his newspaper, the Oregon 
Statesman. He is a former Governor of 
the State, a fine man, a Republican pro
gressive, according to my definition, a 
man of great· independence of judgment. 
When he does not like some position I 
take in the United States Senate, he teils 
me so in unequivocal terms in an edi
torial in his newspaper; and when he 
approves of something · which I have 
done, he·likewise defends my position. 

So in this instance, Mr. President, he, 
as did the Oregon Journal, wrote, from 
my standpoint, a splendid editorial in 
which he discussed the . political theory 
raised by my remarks. He said, in an
swer to the position taken by the Ore
gonian, that a ~enator who stands for 
such principles should not resign, but 
continue to exercise that type of judg
ment and carry his position to the peo
ple of the State in the next election, 
which is exactly what I intend to do. 

I mention .these things, personal 
though they may be, because they illus
trate a part of the problem which has 
confronted some of us who have opposed 
this legislation. It has not been a popu
Iar stand in many quarters. In fact, 
taking the position which I have taken 

· assures one of being hit from both 
sides-or shall I say all sides? 

I did not say anything at the time, 
because I knew exactly what he had in 
mind and how he meant it, but I was 
interested in a little point which my good 
friend the distinguished senior Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] made in 
his remarks some hours ago. Af3 I 
understood him-and the RECORD will 
have to speak for itself-he referred to 
me as one who has sincerely and con
scientiously performed many services for 
labor in the United States Senate. The 
Senator from Kentucky did not mean to 
be amusing, but it was an amusing" state
ment. It was not an accurate state
ment. He had no intention of being in
accurate. Unquestionably he was think
ing in terms of the fact that I have been 

opposed to this bill, and that in my 
opposition to the bill I had performed a 
service for the legitimate rights of labor. 
In my judgment the real service which 
I have performed has been for the public 
interest. 

When I say that his statement is some
what amusing, I mean this: Labor does 
riot like my .labor legislation proposals. 
I can supply ample evidence of that fact. 
Labor is highly critical of each and every 
one of the proposals I made in each and 
every one of the bills which I have in
troduced in this session of Congress. 
They have told me so, just as employers 
have given me their criticisms because, 
according to their sights, I have not 
gone far enough with legislation which 
would be drastic and punitive in nature. 

I am used to that position too, because 
one cannot decide the number of labor 
cases that I have decided over the years, 
hand down decisions based upon the 
evidenciary record before him, and docu
ment his decisions to the evidence, as I 
always have done, and not find, in a 
labor case, that usually both sides, if it 
is a fair decision, do not like the decision. 
Whenever I found myself in a position, 
Mr. President, where one side liked it 
and the other side did not, if it was a 
complicated case involving many issues, 
I was worried about the decision, be
cause I was afraid that I must have 
overlooked something in the record . . 

· More than once, even after the decision 
was handed down, I have gone through 
it again to make certain that·I was right 
about .it, because I found that one side 
liked it and the other side did not. 

These cases, as I said earlier in this 
debate when I was asking .questions of 
the Senator from West Virginia fMr. 
KILGORE 1, are· not simple little legal 
cases. They are cases which go to all 
the economic problems that confront a 
plant or an industry or a transportation 
system. If they are decided on the evi
dence it will usually be found that on 
some issues the employers are right and 
on some· they are wrong; on some issues 
labor is right and on some it is wrong. 
So I say I am used to being in r, posi
tion where I get kicked by both sides. 
But untenable certainly is the charge 
that I am supposed to be prolabor be
cause I have always spoken out against 
restrictive labor legislation which -de
stroys legitimate labor rights for the 
simple reason, as the President said in 
much better language than I can use
though I shall use my faulty language
that we cannot legislate good faith; we 
cannot legislate into the hearts of men 
the desire to work cooperatively. They 
must do that for themselves. 

In 1936 or 1937, when labor in my 
State was guilty of the most inexcusable 
abuses-rank racketeering, goon-squad 
methods, broken windows, burning of 
box factories, a program of direct action 
that can never be countenanced in this 
country by labor or any other group if 

. Government by law is to be preserved
the people of my State became so aroused 
that a sufficient number of signatures 
were put on an initiative petition to have 
a referendum vote on an antipicketing 
bill. . 

It will be remembered that in 1936 
and 1937 there was an epidemic of such 

laws. Several States passed them, but 
no State passed a more stringent one 
than did Oregon. Oregon passed it by 
a large vote. Oregon would not have 
passed it except for the votes of the 
workers and their families. It was per
fectly obvious that the law was put on 
the books not only by citizens who were 
nonworkers in the sense of not belong
ing to organized labor, but it was put on 
the books by the votes of workers and 
their families, because workers are, first, 
Americans. They were striking at a 
practice which they knew was inde
fensible. 

I was on the spot in those days, too, 
Mr. President. When one fights for gov
ernment by law he frequently finds him
self on the spot because he must hold 
out against a temporary majority opin
ion. I was dean of the law school of the 
State university, and I was interested 
in some labor arbitration work at the 
time. I studied that bill and took to the 
air after that study and the completion 
of my aJlalySis. It was during the cam
paign for passage of the bill. I argued 
against its passage. To indicate how 
successful I was in my argument, Mr. 
President, the bill passed by an over
whelming majority. 

What were the heart, the core, and 
the essence of my argument? I said, 
"This law is unconstitutional, and for 
these reasons." I took the position then 
that I take now, that we cannot justify 
passing legislation which we believe to 
be unconstitutional. 

That speech can be evaluated in any 
way in which one wants to evaluate it. 
It can be said that I just had a lucky 
case. It can be said that my hunches 
proved to be true; or one can be more 
kind and say that my analysis of the 
unconstitutionality ·of the law was sound, 
because some little time after the law 
was passed, in the case of a similar law 
in another State, which was taken as a 
test case, the United States Supreme 
Court declared such legislation unconsti
tutional. Interestingly enough, the 
major points that I made in my raclio 
speech against the Oregon antipicket
ing law were contained also in the the
ory of the Supreme Court's decision. 

The beat was put upon me after that 
radio speech. I was paid by the tax
payers. The usual argument was made 
that no member of t.he faculty of the 
State university should be tolerated who 
took such a radical position as to argue 
against that law on constitutional 
grounds in a radio hook-up throughout 
the State. 

Mr. President, I like the type of radi
calism -which is based on defense of the 
United States Constitution. That is 
pretty good radicalism, and we need 
more of it in America. It is quite a dif
ferent type of radicalism from the 
philosophy of those leftists who are mak
ing so much propaganda these days to 
the effect that there is no hope for our 
economic system, that capitalism is 
doomed, that we cannot have a work
able political and economic democracy 
in America. That is dangerous radical
ism because it is based upon the notion 
of a state economy and a totalitarian 
government. The movement of the 
leftists in America in my humble 
judgment is a move which would take 
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us away from the guarantees of the 
United States Constitution, away from 
the individual rights and liberties of 
every person as guaranteed to us under 
the Constitution and its Bill of Rights. 
That is why I say to my progressive 
friends, "Have no part in the leftist 
movement in America, because if you 
become fellow travelers with them, even 
for purposes of political expediency, you 
betray true political progressive action," 
because, Mr. President, we cannot retain 
our representative form of government if 
we pay homage in any degree whatsoever 
to police-state methods or to tae totali
tarian philosophy of the leftists. They 
are of the same stripe, regardless of 
wlieth.er they are Communists or Fas
cists. Their end-object is the same, 
namely, to substitute the state as the 
dominant force operating the economy 
of the country, and to make the indi
vidual subordinate to the police-state 
methods of the leftists. 

Mr. President, I have counted myself 
out, as clearly as I can, of any charge 
of "having any truck" whatsover with 
the leftists, and I shall continue to do 
so, because there is not a Member of the 
Senate who is more determined than I 
am to make democracy work. The left
ist has no program of demo~racy. · 
Whatever his brand of leftism, whatever 
label he wears, he stands for totalitarian
ism. That is a battle in the world to
day. We cannot afford to ignore it in 
the Senate of the United States, either. 
We cannot afford to play into the hands 
of propagandists who constantly agitate 
and seek to give the impression that we 
cannot make democracy work. I know 
we can. I know we can by the type of 
cooperation between and among all of 
us and all groups .within our country, 
a type of cooperation for which President 
Truman pleaded so ably in his magnifi
cent veto message. 

Mr. President, we hear much about 
Americanism. Today I offer the Presi
dent's veto message as my exhibit A of 
Americanism. In due· course of time I 
wish to read to the Senate again the prin
ciples of the veto message because I do 
not think they can be read too frequently. 
The principles of the veto message show 
the President's understanding of and 
appreciation for the legitimate rights of 
labor and empleyer. They show his rec
ognition of the fact that we are not going 
to have economic stability in the United 
States by enacting legislation which he 
believes, and which I believe, and which 
the opponents of this proposed law be
lieve, will stir up labor strife rather than 
prevent it, and will intensify fe~lings of 
class consciousness in the United States. 
I think that is a serious matter. 

Let me say, Mr. President, that ·r am 
very happy to see the distinguished Sen
ator from Alabama [Mr. HILL] return to 
the Chamber. I am very fond of him. 
I like his independence of judgment-a 
quality of which I have been speaking in 
defense of so much during the past few 
hours. I hope to hear from him later 
today as to his views in regard to this 
great veto message cf the President of 
the United States. 

But, Mr. President, to get back to the 
point I was making. I think the Senate 
of the United States and the people of 

this country should not overlook the dan
gerous implications of any growth of class 
consciousness in America. When there 
are classes pitted against classes, when 
there is instilled into the hearts of the 
working people of this country in any 
considerable number the feeling that a 
piece of legislation is unjust to them, a~ 
the President indicates in his splendid 
message, we make it much ·more difficult 
for true collective bargaining to be car
ried on between employer and employee. 
After all, when all is said and done, the 
most effective answer to our labor prob-' 
lems is to get into the minds of Ameri
can emyloyers and workers an under
standing of the fact that it is not pos
sible to have true collective bargaining, 
good-faith relationships between the two, 
if one of the parties believes that the 
other has been given an unfair advantage 
by way of legislative weapons. That is 
what was wrong with the Wagner Act. 
That is why ever since 1937 I have taken 
the position that the Wagner Act should 
be amended. That is why in this session 
of Congress I proposed a series of amend
ments to the Wagner Act, and I am will
ing to stand on those proposals, and each 
and every one of them is opposed, so far 
as I know, by the major labor leaders of 
the country. 

If we can be successful in sustaining 
this veto-and I still have hopes that we 
may-I shall proceed, as I stated yester
day, to offer anew and in revised form, 
based upon the constructive work that 
was done in the Senate committee, spe
cific proposals for amendments to the 
Wagner Act. · 

I do not accept the indefensible propo
sition, Mr. President, that unless we pass 
the particular piece of legislation which 
is now before us for consideration there 
is no chance ·of labor legislation at all 
at this session of Congress. That is up 
to us. That is up to the majority party 
in this session of Congress. They can
not get away from the fact that if they 
have the will to, they can get through 
both Houses of the Congress within 10 
days a new series of labor bills. 

I am not one to say in any spirit of 
personal pride, "I told you so," but, Mr. 
President, on March 10 I made a 4-
hour speech, I believe it was, on the :floor 
of the Senate, setting forth my views and 
proposals for labor legislation. At some 
leng~h I pointed out why I thought it 
was a mistake for us to pass an omnibus 
labor bill. At a later time I put into 
action the suggestions I made in that 
speech in opposition to an omnibus labor 
bill by moving to break up the Senate 
bill into four separate and distinct bills. 

Many Members of the Senate told me 
I was right about that as a matter of 
principle and sound legislative policy, 
that I was wrong about it from the 
standpoint of Republican Party policy, 
because the majority party in the Con
gress had decided as a matter of policy 
that they would go for a one-shot bill, 
as some of them referred to the omnibus 
bill. 

They had their way, but I think all 
the dangers and limitations of an omni
bus bill which I pointed out in my March 
10 speech are to be found in the final 
bill, and I am sure we could have avoided 
many of those dangers if we had taken 

these problems up, issue by issue. I am 
inclined to believe, in the light of de
velopments, that we probably could have 
saved some time, too. Perhaps not, but 
I think so. 

Mr. President, this legislation is not 
the answer to a preventive move so far 
as the development of class conscious
ness is concerned. I predict it will be 
provocative thereof. 

I wish now to return to the editorial 
in the Portland Journal. I like it, Mr. 
President. After we read so many bad 
ones, we like to hear from somebody 
once in a while who recognizes that we 
are trying to do an honest job, acting in 
good faith, and doing what we think is 
best for the country. 

I do not deny being human, so I like 
this editorial, in a way. I have liked it 
for many reasons. I suppose I like it 
because the newspaper in which it ap
pears, which has not always written in 
such a kindly vein, did so at least on this 
occasion. 

The editorial reads: 
SENATOR MORSE AND THE VOTERS AT HOME 

Oregon's junior United States Senator, 
WAYNE MoRsE, probably read in his school 
days the motto of a famous frontiersman, 
David Crockett. Said Davy in the heat of 
the War of 1812: 

"I leave this rule for others when I'm 
dead: Be always sure you're right, then go 
ahead." · 

Senator MoRsE awoke quite a bit of com
ment, not all of it flattering, when in the 
Senate debate on the Taft-Hartley labor
control bill he declared: "However, if I 
knew that every person in the State of 
Oregon wanted the bill passed, I would still 
vote against it." 

Pretty ostent atious affirmation that. Re
mindful of Fitz-James in · Scott's Lady of 
the J;..ake: 

"Come one, come all! This rock shall fly 
From its firm base as soon as I." 

But, just for the record, the single phrase 
quoted wasn't all that Oregon's junior Sena
tor said. He had received from a constituent 
in Oregon (he said in the Senate on June 5) 
an appeal to join the Senate majority in 
support of the Republican labor-control bilL 
Senator MoRsE then quoted his answer. 

I think that is pretty good journalism, 
Mr. President, not only because I like it, 
but because I think it is just, fair, and 
decent. I continue the quotation from 
the editorial: 

"Deeply regret that I cannot vote for con
ference-report bill. I am satisfied that it is 
unsound legislation in its present form. 
However, 11 I knew that every person in the 
State of Oregon wanted the bill passed, I 
would still vote against it because my obli
gation in this job is to vote for what I con
sider to be sound legislation in the public 
interest and not for legislation which a tem
porary majority may think it wants when 
you and I know that a majority of the people 
of Oregon have not analyzed the weaknesses 
and limitations of this legislation·. I can 
assure you that it is not an easy decision for 
me to make because I agree with you that 
undoubtedly a majority of my constituents 
think they want this legislation." 

More could be quoted. Enough has been 
repeated to suggest that Senator MORsE 
didn't intend merely to be pigheaded. The 
old copy books used to be filled with maxims 
about standing by the right whatever the 
cost. To stand out, one against all, creates 
the presumption that the total just can't 
be that wrong. But the in direct su ggestion 
that Senator Mo&sr: had better resign sits 
less well than his stanch opposition against 
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~ labor bill in which. a lot of other thought
ful people have found flaws. There will be 
plenty of time before Senator MoRSE comes 
up for reelection in 1950 to exonerate or 
condemn his judgment on the labor bill. 
Whether the former or the latter, the voters 
will say it-with votes. 

I agree with the last comment, Mr. 
President; I am perfectly willing to have 
the voters of my State "say it-with 
votes." I am not different from anyone 
·else. If I am not truly representing the 
long time interests of the people of Ore
gon, they should remove me in 1950: But 
they are entitled to know, and I shall 
give to them, my views as to why I think 
the position I have taken on labor legis
lation is in their best interest, whereas 
the legislation that the President vetoed 
would not be in -their best interest. 

Now, Mr. ·President, I have this to 
say about the legislation, in addition to 
what I have already said. The RECORD 
very clearly shows, I think, my position 
on this legislation. As I have publicly 
indicated on several previous occasions, 
I shall vote to sustain the President's 
veto, because I see very little in this legis
lation that will improve and encourage 
the use of collective bargaining proce
dures and I see very, very much that will 
hamper it and even destroy it. And I 
must emphasize again, as I have so often 
in the past, that whatever tends to weak
en or retard collective bargaining is bad, 
not only for workingmen and labor 
·unions, but for employers and the whole 
country, because it will drive down wage 
and living standards, it will reduce pur
chasing power, and sooner or later it will 
throw us into another serious economic 
depression. 

Ordinarily, having already . made my 
position clear, I would hot feel called 
upon to make any further comments at 
this time. However~ events, since I last 
spoke on this subject, have seemed to me 
to emphasize and confirm the accuracy 
of my c_onviction that this bill is a very 
bad, unsound piece of legislation. I am 
now more than ever convinced that it will 
be impossible to administer it effectively 
and efficiently to reduce labor troubles, 
and that its over-all effect is going to be 
to destroy labor unions, to cause work
ing men to resort to strikes and violence, 
to protect their rights and working 
standards, and that they will not go to 
the Board for elections or for correction 
of unfair labor pra·ctices by employers. 
In fact, Mr. President, I think one of the 
most likely dangers of passing this legis
lation is that strong unions will boycott 
the Board, that strong unions, because 
they do not like the procedures of the 
act, because they believe that the admin
istration of those procedures will result 
in the destruction of their legitimate 
rights~ will simply say to an employer, 
"You will have to bargain with us inde
pendently of any Board action." If he 
says, "Oh, no; I won't; you have got to 
go through the Board," I am afraid that 
there will be many unions that will say, 
"But we won't go through tlie Board; 
we aren't going to come under the juris
diction. of the Board." That is not going 
to lead to much industrial peace, either. 
John L. Lewis, of the United Mine Work
ers, has never gone through the Board •. 
They do not ask the Board for any cer-

tification. As I say in this speech, I think 
that this legislation would cause a spread 
of . that technique. I do not think that 
is going to be very good for American in-
dustry. · 

On the other hand, Mr. President, . the 
bill will . encourage antilabor employers 
who· want to beat down the wages of tbeir 
employees and it wUl encourage Commu
nists and extremists in the labor move
ment. I do not think I would be doing 
my duty either to the people of my State 
or to the Senate if I let such legislation 
become law without raising my voice at 
every opportunity to oppose it and to 
point out its disastrous consequences as 
I see them. 

I have never had the slightest doubt 
in my. own mind that the bill did not de
serve to become law. But I must confess 
that I was not always entirely. comfort
able in that conviction, because I did 
recognize that the bill was supported by 
many Senators ·and Representatives 
whose records certainly belied any .anti
union bias. I recognize-further that the 
proponents of the bill-because I worked 
with them on the Senate side, and I am 
sure that is true on the House side also
want to do what they think is in the best 
interests of labor and industry and the 
country as a whole. My difference with 
them is that I think they fell far short 
of the mark in their efforts to accomplish 
that purpose. I recognized that I could 
be wrong and they could be right about 
the bill. But we now have the views of 
others, including the President, whose 
public spirit and sincerity I also respect, 
as to the disastrous consequences of the 
bill. We now have the opinion of the 
National Catholic Welfare Conference, 
and of such sincere and informed public 
servants and experts in labor relations 
as William Davis, Frank Graham, Lloyd 
Garrison~ George Taylor, Edwin Witte, 
and Nathan Feillsinger, and many oth
ers whose names I have previously placed 
in the RECORD. 

These people have no prejudices 
against labor legislation; they have no . 
axes to grind; they have no personal, 
selfish interests that will be served if the 
bill does or does not become law. Nor 
are they men whose principles and judg
ments can be warped by pressure from 
private groups whose votes they need, or 
by other political considerations or party 
discipline. These men speak from free 
conviction and a sense of public duty 
and responsibility. Moreover, they rep
resent the very top flight of men, who, 
serving as public members of the War 
Labor Board, held the balance of power 
between labor and management in de
veloping and administering the country's 
successful wartime industrial relations 
policy. 

Before I conclude, Mr. President-, I 
want to read some of the outstanding de
cisions these men wrote during the war. 
They were great civilian generals. They 
made great contributions on the home 
front to a successful prosecution of the 
war. One cannot consider the magnifi
cent production record that industry and 
labor made in the war without recogniz
ing that those men, who now testify 
against the bill, made major contribu
tions to industrial stability at home dur
ing the war. Later I want to read some 

of their opinions, not only in tribute to 
them but also because the opinions them
selves, I think, show very clearly the types 
of problems involved in most labor dis
,putes, and merely the reading of their 
decisions, I think, will make clear why 
the bill will not work, and will make clear 
how sound the President is when he says 
in his veto message that it is an unwork
able bill. 

Referring again to these experts who 
have made public statements in oppo
sition to the bill, after an analysis of the 
bill, I wish to say that they have had 
almost unparalleled experience and re
sponsibility in labor relations; they know 
what they are talking about; and, let me 
emphasize, they represent neither the 
narrow interests of labor nor of manage
ment; they have no political pressures on 
them; they speak only for the public in
terest as they see it. 

Their unanimous view is that this bill 
is unworkable, inequitable, and unsound. 
They all agree that, on the .whole, the bill 
will be a handicap to good management
labor relations, thaf it will be detrimen
tal to the national welfare, and that it 
provides no real answer to the basic prob
lem that gives concern: What shall we do 
to prevent or minimize the causes of 
strikes, especially strikes that endanger 
the national welfare? 

As Senators know, the National Catho
lic Welfare Conference includes Catholic 
bishops all over the country. I do not 
need to dwell upon their high purposes. 
Certainly these Catholic bishops are op
posed to communism, as I am; certainly 
they would be among the first to support 
any measures that will stamp out or min
imize Communist influences in American 
life; certainly they have had · practical 
experience in combatin_g such influences. 
Their opinion is-and I am reading from 
an omcial ·statement they have issued, 
which, as I understand, has been sent to 
the President, the chairmen of the Senate 
and House· Labor Committees, and the 
members of . the conference committee: 

The provision in the bill which would deny 
official certification to a union unless all of 
its officers declare under oath that they are 
not members of the Communist Party and 
that they do not favor the forceful or uncon
stitutional overthrow of the Government is 
likely to lead to serious confusion. Likewise, 
it will prove to be very embarrassing to the 
great majority of sincere anti-Communists in 
the American labor movement. 

Let me digress a moment at this 
point. ~magine how men like John 
Lewis, William Green, Dan Tobin, Philip 
Murray, and Walter · Reuther will feel 
at being required to appear before a 
notary public to testify under oath that 
they are not members of the Communist 
Party and that they do not favor the 
forceful or unconstitutional overthrow 
of · the Government. How would Mr. 
Avery, of Montgomery Ward, feel, or Mr. 
Charles E. Wilson, of General Motors, 
or Mr. Henry Ford? These gentlemen 
of management are not required, how
ever, to suffer that indignity; only the 
leaders of labor are under suspicion. 

Without any reference whatsoever to 
the leaders of industry just named, but 
because the thought comes to mind at 
this point, let me say that I think there 
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is some danger of communism in Amer
ica. About an hour ago, or half an hour 
ago, I expressed my views as to why I 
thought we must be on vigilant guard 
against leftist movements. I think 
there is danger of facism, too. That is 
the point I wish to make. It will be 
our form of fascism. It will not take 
on the pattern of European. fascism 
in toto. 

But, Mr. President, there are certain 
misguided American businessmen. I 
am satisfied that they are a very small 
minority of American businessmen, 
because my contacts, experience, and 
association with American businessmen 
convince me that they are just as de
sirous as are members of this body or 
of the labor unions, the farm organiza
tions, or any other group in the country, 
to preserve our American system, a sys
tem which recognizes the right of the 
individual, a right which will be lost if 
we have any form of economic fascism 
in America. -

We have. some bad actors among big 
business, and little business, too. We 
have men in this country who really are 
saying that there is no way out of the 
economic situation in America except 
through a depression. Their argument 
is that we should go through the eco
nomic wringer, devaluate the dollar, 
adopt a form of repudiation by cheapen
ing the dollar, and by suffering all the 
economic hardships and cruelties which 
will be visited upon the masses- of our 
people through another depression. 

These few Fascist-minded business
men-and I say that advisedly-who 
are arguing for a depression unknow
ingly, unwittingly-! believe, and hope, 
in most instances-are falling for a 
Fascist line. The end result if they 
should prevail would be the same as 
though the leftists wer-e to prevail. 

When we come to this bill, its Commu
nist-control prov~sions are not going to 
work. That is not the right · approach 
to the handling of either communism or 
fascism, except that so far as fascism is 
concerned it does not offer any proce
dure for control. It is supposed to equal
ize the procedures effective upon indus-
try and labor. · 

But let me go back to the statement 
of the Catholic conference, because that 
is a most important and genuinely un
biased opinion of the effects of this bill. 
The statement says: 

Simply by refusing to sign the required 
affidavit, a single Communist officer could 
prevent an otherwise decent and _legitimate 
union from being legally certified for pur
poses of collective bargaining. This provi
sion of the bill is calculated, therefore, to 
play into the hands of the Communists, who 
thrive on confusion and disorder. * • • 
The bill reveals an uncritical tendency to try 
to solve complicated problems of industrial 
relations by an oversimplified legalistic ap
proach; an approach which, in the present 
mstance, is rejected as worse than useless by 
the vast majority of those who have had 
practical experience in combating the in
fluence of the Communist minority in the 
labor movement. 

As to the over-all consequences of the 
bill, considered in its entirety, the Cath
olic conference statement is equally con
demnatory. Indeed, I know of no mat
ter of recent public interest on which 

the conference has expressed its views so 
strongly and critically as on this matter. 
The statement says: · 

The Taft-Hartley bill does little or noth
ing to encourage labor-management coop
eration. On the contrary, it approaches the 
complicated problem of industrial relations 
from ·a narrow and excessively legalistic 
point .of view.. * • • Instead of encourag
ing labor and ·management to .work together 
in harmony for the generar economic welfare, 
the bill puts a number of legal restrictions 
on collective bargaining and particularly on 
the activities of trade-unions-restrictions 
which will almost inevitably ·lead to indus
trial strife and unrest. The bill is an open 
invitation to management to have recourse to 
the courts and to the Labor Board at almost 
every turn and thus to sidetrack or evade 
the normal processes of constructive collec
tive bargaining. It will also result in strikes 
of all sorts during the long period in which 
the Jldministration and the legality of the 
bill are being clarified. It will create the 
sort of confusion which prevailed in Ameri
can industry during the period in which the 
National Labor Relations Act was being 
tested in the courts. There is no sufficient 
reason to risk such wholesale confu~sion at 
the present time. -

I do not need to recite in detail why I 
agree with every one of these criticisms 
of this bill, and why I am convinced they 
are valid. I think the RECORD already 
clearly shows that. Nor ·shall I again 
document, by reference to the specific 
provisions of the bill, the ways in which 
these objections are deserved. The REc
ORD, I think, already clearly reflects my . 
position and the positions of others who 
agree with me on that score. 

The RECORD already shows how this bill 
broadens the liability of unions for the 
acts of agents beyond that contained jn 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act, while it nar
rows that of employers in disregard of 
the realities of labor relations; how it 
enlarges the jurisdiction of the FP-deral 
courts in labor matters as to injunctions 
and suits for damages in such a way as 
to go far beyond even ·those dark days 
when unions were prosecuted as illegal 
conspiracies and the test of whether the 
activity was unlawful was. the primary 
objective of the strike; now the strike is 
unlawful if any objective is improper. 
The RECORD already shows how it imposes 
hopelessly. detailed registration require
ments, as to which no proceeding can 
possibly be wholly immune from attack, 
before the Labor Board may take juris
diction in a labor dispute or hold an elec
tion among the employees; how it enacts 
a so-called free-speech amendment, 
which certainly invites and encourages 
wholesale objections by counsel at all 
Board proceedings, as to the propriety of 
almost every question put to a witness 
which involves anything he may have 
said or written and makes many unfair 
labor practices virtually impossible to 
prove; how, at the same time, it requires 
the Board to follow the technical rules 
of evidence so far as practicable; how it 
exposes employees to discharge for union 
activities, if the employer can find some 
other cause for discharge that he can ad
vance as a pretext; how it enacts an am
biguous and completely unclear provi
sion prohibiting unions from · asking an 
employer to pay for services which are 
not performed; how it redefines collec
tive bargaining so as to excuse an em-

ployer from even discussing matters 
with the union unless a contract is made 
which ·covers it; and how in many other 
ways it invites and throws open the doors 
to lawsuits and legal proceedings at every 
step of union organization and collective 
bargaining. The record also shows how 
the administrative and procedural provi
sions of the bill shackle the National 
Labor Relations Board in a series of spe
cial restrictions and requirements un
known to any other administrative agen
cy and inconsistent with the Administra
tive Procedure Act of 1946 and that. they 
are contrary to the basic concepts of 
sound administrative law. 

I think that is -one of the worst fea
tures of the bill, Mr. President. I op
posed the principle of it in committee. 
I opposed an attempt to set up a so
called prosecution end of the Board in 
the Department of Justice. I got that 
washed out in committee. I proposed 
and insisted upon the following of the 
Administrative Procedure Act of 1946 as 
it relates to the Board. As the Presid
ing Officer knows, for 2 or 3 days it was 
_in ard out. It would be out one day, and 
we would come back and argue some 
more and would get it back in. We 
finally kept it in the Senate bill. I think 
it is basic. Either we are going to have 
an admini.~trative law procedure or we 
are not going to have it. It should not 
be a hybrid. As I said in discussing the 
matter with the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. KILGORE], I forget how many 
hours ago-it was sometime ago-this 
was an attempt really to do an admin
istrative-law job primarily with com
mon-law court procedure. It will not 
work. The President knows that. He 
told us so. I think we ought to ponder 
it. We not only change the procedures 
provided for in the Administrative Pro
cedure Act applicable to all other admin
istrative law tribunals, such as the In
terstate Commerce Commission, the 
Federal Radio Commission, the Federal 
Trade Commission, and -all the rest of 
them, but we say, "Ah, here we have one. 
It deals with the rights of workers. We 
will make an exception. We did not 
mean it when we passed the Adminis
trative Procedure Act in the Seventy
ninth Congress." It was a uniform Ad
ministrative Procedure Act, the product 
of many years' work, Mr. President. 

No one should get the notion that the 
Administrative Procedure Act of 1946 
was the product of the work of the Sev
enty-ninth Congress. That work was 
done by outstanding legal and adminis
trative law experts of this country for 
years, going back to the time that Jus
tice Jackson was Attorney General. 
There was an Attorney General's Com
mittee then. I am not sure of it, Mr. 
President, and I wish the distinguished 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCARRAN] 
were on the :floor, because he could give 
us accurate information. That distin
guished Senator is deserving of the 
highest tribute for the great work he did 
over the years on the Administrative 
Procedure Act. What I was about to say 
was that when Homer Cummings was 
Attorney General there was an Attor
ney General's Administrative Law Com
mittee working ·on the problem of a 
uniform Administrative Law Procedure 
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Act so that a lawyer going before one 
administrative law tribunal under Fed
eral jurisdiction would be bound to fol
low the same procedure. The desire was 
to make the rulings or the basis for the 
rulings ·uniform, the jurisdiction uni
form, and the rules of evidence uniform. 
I shall say something about that in a 
minute. 

The United States Department of 
.;ustice, through a series of Attorney 
General's ·committees, worked on that 
problem. 'Then, over that period of 
time, eminent scholars in· the field of 
administrative law, such as another dis
tinguished member of the Supreme Court 
of the United States, Mr. Justice Felix 
Frankfurter, one of the recognized 
American authm;ities, in fact, one of 
the recognized international authorities, 
in the field of administrative law, did 
monumental work, as did lega} scholars 
in many of the law schools, -' over the 
years, in the development of the uniform 
Administrative Law Procedure Act which 
the Congress passed in 1946, in the 
Seventy-ninth Congress. 
. _Then there was the work of the Ameri
can Bar Association's Committee on Ad
ministrative Law, working in clpse co
operatioP. with the United States De
partment of Justice and wjth the law 
· schoolL and, I believe, also with the 
American Law Institute. That was no 
:fly-by-night .work, Mr. Presiqent; that 
was no bill that was laid and hatched 
in one session of Congress by Members 
of Congress. With the -statesmanlike 
generalship that characterizes his work 
in the Senate, the senior Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. McCARRAN] piloted that bill 
through this body. 

Mr. President, if we study the debates 
of the Seventy-ninth Cmwress, as I 
have-! thought I recalled them, but I 
double-checked on them when we were 
having our discussions in the commit
tee-we find there was no . attempt to 
provide separate rules for the National 
Labor Relations Board, under that act 
when it was before us; not at all. In 
fact, when I made -my argument in the 
Seventy-ninth Congress for the substan
tial evidence test, rather than the "some 
evidence" test, which heretofore had 
prevailed in too many of our administra
tive law tribunals, including the National 
Labor Relations Board, the record will 
show that I pointed out the great need 
for reform, in that respect, applicable 
to all these agencies. I was seated sev
eral rows back of my present seat in 
this Cham}:)er and the Senator from 
Hevada had a seat almost in the same 
location, if not the same location, as his 
present seat; and I recall clearly that I 
raised a question about that matter be
cause I wanted to have him, as leader in 
charge of the bill, make a statement 
which would make crystal clear to any 
court, in the case of subsequent court in
terpretation as to the congressional in
tent, what his intent was in regard to the 
meaniiig of the' substantial evidence test, 

· to be found in that bill. He made clear 
that it threw out the "some evidence" or 
"any evidence" or "scintilla of evidence" 

· rule, and that it me_ant what the courts 
have held, namely, substantial evidence 
on the basis of the whole record. 

XCIII--469 

I f(night for that in committee, be
cause I felt we had made a great contri
bution to administrative law procedure 
in the Seventy-ninth Congress, and I did 
.not want to undermine it by passing a 
bill ' in ·the Eightieth Congress · which 
made such a serious exception to the 
Adminis.trative Law Procedure Act of 
194_6. Mr. President, I regret very 
much that · the conference commit
te·e returned a bill which undermined, 
in my judgment, - the Administra
tive Law Procedure Act of 1946. The 
President sees the danger of it. He 
pointed it out very clearly in his veto 
message, as I shall show when 1 read the 
veto message again. 

But I was- saying that perhaps the 
most serious and damaging of tnese 
changes in administrative law is the 
creation of a statutory office of general 
counsel. Mr. President, that general 
counsel will be the "super duper" of all 

·general counsels in the Federal Govern
ment. His job is going to be some job; 
it will · be not only a very valuable job 
from the standpoint of economic status, 
but a 'job of tremendous power, in fact, 
too much power for any one man in this 
Government to have, more power than 
any other general counsel has ever been 
given, and from the standpoint of the 
independence of the power within 1 the 
jurisdiction of the office, more power 
than the Attorney General of the United 
States has. We do not give to the At
torney General of the United States, in 
his relation to the American judiciary, 
anything that bears any resemblance, in 
breadth of jurisdiction and power, to 
what we give to the general counsel of 
the National Labor Relations Board in 
his relationship, under the bill, to the 
Board. The President saw that one, 
too. He nailed it to the floor in this veto 
message. He minced no words about it. 
That is another reason why I sa~this 
veto message is a great message of Amer
icanism, and it is ~ great message that 
shows a deep understanding on the part 
of the President of the United States 
that we cannot afford to place and 
should not risk the danger in this coun
try of placing in mere men such tre
mendous powers as are placed in the 
general counsel of this Board. 

We talk about a government of Jaws 
rather than a government of men, and 
then we, the Congress, pass a bill which 
gives to one human being that vast power 
over the workers and employers of 
America? Not with my vote, Mr. Presi
dent. It is independent power, sole 
power to determine what complaints 
shall issue and what shall not. Let a 
United States district attorney, let an 
Attorney General of the United States, 
seek to exercise administratively any 

· such pow~r as we specifically give to this 
general counsel, and he would have the 

_Federal judiciary of this country down 
on his neck so fast that figuratively he 
would not know what hit him. 

Let us take another look at these 
powers. All these restrictions are im
posed at the very time when the Board 
is given a tremendous number of new and 
novel responsibilities, in connection with 
which it necessarily needs the utmost 
freedom and flexibility to devise satis
factory pro~edures. 

Mr. President, in the case of the simple 
little procedure of the War Labor Board, 
in the midst of the war, a great many 
weeks yes, almost a year, were required 
to enable it to function. My colleagues 
might dispute that statement and say 
that it never really functioned effective
ly; and I do not think it was an effec
tively operating procedural body, with 
such jurisdiction as it had, small in com
parison with the broad jurisdiction the 
National Labor Relations Board had. It 
took the better part of a year to get the 
machinery of the War Labor Board 
working even with creaks in it. 

Mr. President, that is one of the bad 
things about this bill, the changes are 
so many, the n~w responsibilities so novel 
and sweeping, that naught but confusion 
will come out of it for a long, long time. 

What is going to happen to labor dis
putes in the meantime? As I have said 
before, we are not going to change human 
nature one whit by passing legislation. 
We are not going to satisfy the workers 
of the country by advising them that, 
according to the statistics and the record 
of this debate, the Board is from 18 to 24 
months behind, so far as its docket is 
concerned, in a simple certification case, 
with the result that the chairman of 
the board-and a very -able chairman he 
is, too, Mr. President, Mr. Paul Herzog
when he testified before our committee 
at public hearings, said .in his formal 
statement that there was no escapiJ:ig the 
fact that the delays in the procedures of 
the Board were_ because of a good many 
strikes, not against the employer so much 
as against the Board itself for delay. 

Why is that so? It is because men are 
human, because in many instances when 
feelings are high in a labor dispute, when 
the men think their cause is just and all 
they ask for is the determinat: on of it 
on its merits, a labor leader has a dif
ficult time selling to them the proposi
tion that the only re_ason why they are 
not getting a settlement of the case is 
that the Board is so far behind in its 
docket. That does not go down in many 
cases. They say, "Well, we cannot wait 
for the Board. We are not going to 

· wait 2 years for a decision as tc. whether 
or not we can be certified as having the 

.right to bargain with this employer. 
You, Mr. President, of this union, make 
clear to John Doaks, our employer, to
morrow, that if he does not negotiate a 
contract with us, certification or no cer
tification, in the next 10 days, we will hit 
the bricks." They move that in a union 
meeting, by democratic processes. 

Oh, we hear much about labor leaders. 
Some of them, as I have said before, are 
bad actors, but there are not many such. 
When we take the totality of local unions 
throughout the country, and when we 
look into how they operate, it is surpris
ing to find how many times a strike sup
posed to be called by ·one of the labor 
bosses is called as the result of a motion 
overwhelmingly or unanimously passed 
at a union meeting, in which the one 
who was on the spot was the union officer 
himself, who was subjected to most vig
orous criticism on the floor of the union 
for not having the case settled months 
before, and who was told, "They are all 
fed up with the alibi that the National 
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Labor Relations Board was too far be
hind in its docket to give them imme
diate consideration of their case." I do 
not condone strikes against the Board. 
I will say that passing legislation which 
increases the delays will not reduce the 
strikes. That is another reason why I 
think this is an unworkable piece of 
legislation. 

I was saying, Mr. President, so far as 
the general counsel is concerned, if all 
these restrictions are imposed at the 
very time when the Board is given a tre
mendous number of new and novel x:e
sponsibilities in connection with which 
it necessarily needs the utmost freedom 
and :flexibility to devise satisfactory pro
cedure, the inevitable effect of this must 
be, and I think will be, to create confu
sion and uncertainty, and to let· loose 
an avalanche of litigation, at the very 
time we need stability and certainty in 
labor relations. · 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. For what purpose? 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

I want to ask a question. If I can ob
tain unanimous· consent to suggest the 
absence of a quorum, would the Senator 
from Oregon object, if I obtained unani
mous consent for that purpose, and did 
not take the Senator off the floor? 

Mr. IVES. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is raised. The Senator from Ore
gon may proceed. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a par
. liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. For future protection, 
Mr. President, because I do not want to 
be taken off the floor; I am in the posi
tion of being in the midst of my first 
speech on the bill. I feel fine. [Laugh
ter. J I am going to make another 
speech tomorrow and I think, if within 
the rules, this protection is due me. I 
merely want to know hypothetically, if 
I had made the mistake o!yielding for 
the purpose stated by my good friend 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JoHNSTON], and if my good friend from 
New York [Mr. IVEs] had not objected, 
and, during a temporary lapse of clear
headedness, I might have gone along 
with that request, and a quorum had 
been cailed; would I then have made 
one speech? · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state that, had the Senator 
yielded for the purpose of a quorum, it 
would have been considered that he had 
made one speech; after the quorum call, 
he would be in his second and last 
speech. 

Mr. MORSE. I thought so. 
Mr. IVES. Mr. President, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
Mr. MORSE. A parliamentary in

quiry, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair might further state that the Sen
ator from South Carolina, however, had 
asked that that be done without loss of 
the floor by the Senator from Oregon. 
That could have been done by unani
mous consent. 

Mr. MORSE. Ah. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, that is why 
I objected. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York objected to the 
unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. MORSE. Ah! The Senator ·from 
South Carolina said it would be without 
my losing the :floor. I might not have 
lost the floor if unanimous consent had 
been granted, but it was not included in 
the request that I not only not lose the 
:floor, but that I not be counted with a 
second speech. One surely has to be 
watchful at the tail end of one of these 
situations, does he not? And, of course, 
my good friend from South Carolina was 
just trying to help me. I have some fine 
helpers here, Mr. P.resident; Senators 
would be surprised at their number. In 
fact, I am looking forward to the time 
when, on some issue, my good friend 
the Senator from California [Mr. KNow
LAND J and I are going to be on the same 
side. I think t~at is going to happen; 
I do not know how soon. 

But now to proceed with my principal 
remarks, I must mention, Mr. President, 
in this connection the devious course of 
the legislative history of this bill, and 
how that, too, will aggravate even more 
seriously the proclivities of this bill to 
bring about litigation, court tests, and 
disputes. The President mentioned that, 
too, in his veto message. I confess, the 
more I think of that veto message, the 
more I marvel at how that man grasped 
the significance of the rr.any weaknesses 
of the bill. I feel a little good about it 
too, Mr. President; because I notice that 
so far as the procedural objections to 
the bill are concerned, the message · 
makes mention of most of the proced
ural objections to the bill which I raised 
in my speech on June 5; but they im
press me more, Mr. President, when I 
find them supported by the Pr~sident, 
because, just think of the responsibility 
that man had before he wrote that mes
sage. Stop and ponder for a moment 
the tremendoue pressures that were 
on him-"Sign it'" "Don't sign it1" 
"Don't sign it!" "Sign it!'' How he 
kept his head through it all, how he said 
he was going to study it, he was going 
to make up his mind on the basis of that 
study and do what he thought was in 
the best interest . of the country; and 
that, I think he did. That is one rea
son it makes it such a powerful veto 
message. I think he did well to point 
out that the procedures under the bill 
and the jurisdiction given in the bill will 
be causative of much litigation. 

As I once said, with respect to the ef
fectiveness of a union, so far as protect
ing its members is concerned, in some 
particulars it can be said to be no strong
er than its treasury. And, of course, all 
the grounds for litigation that are made 
possible under the bill, as I see it, are go
ing to help break the treasury of_ a great 
many unions so that they will become 
weak unions. There are antilabor em
ployers who are· interested in having 
unions only if they are weak. I do not 
think, when those employers say they be
lieve in collective bargaining, that they 
believe in unionism, or are shooting very 
fair, or are being very "crickety''; be
cause, if they believe in free collective 
bargaining, they should believe fn bar-

gaining collectively with strong unions, 
capable of protecting the economic in
terests of their members. But one of 
the results of the bill is to give to such 
antilabor employers as there are--and 
there are too many of them, unfortu
nately-th~ power to litigate into weak
ness a great many unions; thus, once 
with a bankrupt treasury, they cannot be 
very successful in a strike, because strik
ers have to eat, too. If the union cannot 
pay strike benefits, thE:re is not very 
much chance of winning the strike. I 
think clearly the President had that in 
mind when he wrote the veto message. 

Mr. President, I think one thing must 
be perfectly plain to every Member from 
even a casual acquaintanceship with the 
bill and the debates. That fact is, that 
the language of the bill, on its face, 
should not be depended upon for its in
tended meaning or effect. As guides to 
its purposes, we must look, therefore, 
first, to the separate reports of the House 
committee and the Senate committee 
when the original bills were reported. 

Mr. President, if I may be permitted, 
I desire to repeat the sentence. It was 
thoughtful of me to say, ''if I may be 
permitted," though I suppose there is not 
much that can be done about it, but, at 
least, I want ·the Presiding Officer to 
know of my desire to be exceedingly gra
cious in the matter of repetition. I do 
not like to repeat. If I may repeat I will 
say then we must look to the debates on 
the :floor of this body. with respect to the 
amendments made to the Senate bill be
fore its passage. We must look, also, to 
the conference report printed as House 
Report No. 510, and which presumably 
also reflected the views of the Senate 
conferees who supported the bill. 

Furthermore, we have a separate 
"Summary in detail" submitted by the 
Senator from Ohio, which, as I read it, 
contains many significant omissions 
and departures from the conference re
port. And finally we have a ''Supple
mentary Analysis" of the conference 
bill, also submitted by my good friend, 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT]. 

What do all these analyses mean? It 
is my judgment that quite obviously 
they indicate a feeling of uncertainty 
and insecurity on the part of the spon
sors of the bill as to the real meaning 
of the bill or as to the meaning which 
the courts might give to the bill unless 
the record were filled with report after 
report after report as to what the bill 
means. They indicate also, I think, that 
many of the criticisms which have 
been made as to the unworkabilit~ and 
ambiguities of this bill, as written, and 
as to its serious consequences on indus
trial relations, have struck home and 
have impressed even the sponsors of the 
legislation with the necessity of making 
some kind of legislative history that may 
at least blunt the edge of the criticisms. 
In some few instances, even, they have 
apparently tried to make legislative his
tory that would tend to avoid the dis
astrous consequences that have been 
predicted. I doubt very much whether 
such statements, some made after the 
bill had passed both bodies of the Con
gress, carry any force as to the :egisla
tive intention. Certainly it is extreme
ly doubtful that they can operate to 
override the plain language of the statu-
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tory provisions, pr to overcome state
ments contained in the House report, 
which apparently reflects the official • 
views of the conference committee. 

So far as I recall, most of the cases of 
the Supreme Court on legislative inten
tion that I have ever read or studied 
stress the point that legislative inten
tion must be determined by the commit
tee hearings, reports, and conference 
reports, and the statements made dur
ing the debates on the floor of the two 
Houses of Congress, giving dominant. 
weight, of course, and, when there is 
any . conflict, controlling weight, to the 
views expressed by the Senator in 
charge of the bill on the floor. 

So I say that I seriously doubt whethe.r 
some of the reports which have been pre
pared subsequent to the passage of the 
bill ~.:an be given by the Supreme Court 
any controlling weight in determining 
the meaning of the legislation from the 
standpoint of congressional intent so far 
as legislative history is concerned. At 
least, I think it is a very mooted question, 
and although I am "curbstoning," which 
is not a very safe thing for a lawyer to 
do, I think I have quite clearly enough 
enunciated the standing · which would 
have to be given to at least the reports 
which have been prepared by the Senate 
conferees subsequent to the passage of 
the bill. 

But, putting that doubt aside, that is 
not the way to legislate on labor rela
tions. That kind of legislation merely 
provides lawyers with a magic box of 
litigation, profitable for them, but disas
trous for the country. I understand 
that at present lawyers generally 
throughout the country are doing pretty 
well. They do not need to worry about 
the future, because if this bill becomes 
law it will operate as a full employment 
bill for lawyers-that is, if the workers 
have any money left with which to pay 
them, so far as the labor lawyers are 
concerned. 

I say that to emphasize anew the pGint 
that the bill will prove to be causative 
of much litigation. 

To legislate in this way means that 
virtually every significant provision of 
this bill must be the subject of intermi
nable and delaying lawsuits until its cor
rect meaning can be determined by the 
Supreme Court. But what will happen 
to labor relations while all this is going 
on? The answer, of course, is obvious. 
The very nature and wealth of the legis
lative history which the sponsors have 
found it necessary to make, in and of 
themselves, will throw the country back 
into the lawless and reckless days be
tween 1935 and 1937, when every action 
of the Labor Board under the Wagner 
Act was being fought through the courts. 
We simply cannot afford to go back to 
that kind of situation in the next few 
years. I do not see how we can possibly 
avoid it under this bill, however, because 
for every troublesome, litigious issue pre
sented by the original Wagner Act, this 
bill presents a hundred. · 

I feel that I cannot let the record of 
my opposition to the bill close without a 
brief reference to several further aspects 
of the analyses of ·the bill's provisions. 
As I have said, I do not intend to burden 
the Senate with detailed discussions of 

specific provisions which are objection
able to me, where the RECORD is already 
clear as to my position. But I do want 
to make and emphasize certain further 
points. 
· I ·have tried to make my record clear. 

There is some evidence as to how hard I 
have worked in this session of Congress 
to have some labor legislation passed. I 
have made quite a few speeches on the 
subject, starting with a speech on March 
10, 1947, one on March 14, one on April 
17, one on May 2, one on May 7, one on 
May 8, one on May 9, one on May 13, and 
one on June 5. I . think the RECORD will 
show some others which have not been 
reprinted. 

What was my purpose in making all 
those speeches? I was trying to build a 
record containing sound objective data 
and arguments in support of legislative 
proposals which I thought would be help
ful in checking the labor abuses which 
we all agree should be checked, and at 
the same time protecting the proper 
rights of labor and industry; and, of 
course, most important of all, giving to 
the American public the protection 
which it needs. 

To be honest about it, I made them for 
another purpose, Mr. President, because 
I knew that in some quarters my posi
tion would be criticized, that even in 
some instances an attempt would be 
made-and it has been-to give the im
pression that I did not want any labor 
legislation at all. The RECORD answers 
that criticism; my vote for the Senate 
committee bill answers it; my vote on the 
floor of the Senate for the Senate bill 
answers it. 

A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Presi
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LODGE 
in the chair). The Sepator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. I have been observing 
the various positions which I have been 
taking in the course of this speech, and 
I wonder if it would be proper for me to 
inquire whether it is all right for me to 
lean against this desk so long as I keep 
my feet on the floor. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Rule 
XIX provides as follows: 

When a Senator desires to speak he shall 
rise and address the Presiding Officer. 

The verb "rise" is the verb which the 
Senator must observe in this case. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it the opinion of the 
Chair that when I lean against this desk 
and keep my feet on the floor I have 
risen? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is not going to have an opinion on 
that question until the point is raised 
regarding it. 

Mr. MORSE. I shall be very careful, 
Mr. President. I do want to say, how
ever, for the benefit of the present occu
pant of the chair, that earlier in my 
speech-it was much earlier than I 
thought-the question was raised bY my 
good friend the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. BREWSTER], who has left the fioor, 
I see. I do not blame him. He stated, 
when I leaned forward on these books 
with the very obvious purpose of making 
my speaking a little more restful, that I 
was in violation of the rule, and the then 
occupant of the chair ruled that I was 

not in violation of it. So I am in this 
predicament now, as to whether I need 
to raise this inquiry as the occupancy of 
the chair changes from time to time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair does not consider that the last 
statement constitutes a parliamentary 
inquiry. The Chair wm meet the issues 
as they are brought up, if they are 
brought up, in accordance with rule XIX 
which the Chair has just quoted. 

Mr. MORSE. I do not mean to be 
facetious; I am in dead earnest about it. 

I should like to put another parlia
mentary inquiry, and I am in dead 
earnest about it also. 

I should like to know, after having 
received a favorable ruling as to my right 
to lean on these books so long as I kept 
my feet planted on the fioor, whether 
I will thereafter have to run the risk of 
a reversal of that ruling upon a change 
of Presiding Officers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
only language on·the subject is rule XIX, 
which the Chair has already quoted, but 
will quote again: 

When a Senator desires to speak he shall 
rise and address the Presiding Officer. 

The Chair will be guided by that lan
guage when, as, and if the issue is raised. 

Mr. MORSE. I just wanted to make 
my record on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I think 
the Senator has made his record. 

Mr. MORSE. I was talking about 
these speeches of mine, and I want the 
RECORD to be perfectly clear that the 
points contained in the speeches were 
made before a vote on the bill was taken 
in the Senate, because I do not think 
that anyone, on the ground of innocence 
as to the defects of the bill, should be 
allowed cto ignore the record which has 

·been made against the bill from time to 
time by the junior Senator from Oregon. 

So I say, Mr. President, I ·feel that I 
cannot let the record of my opposition 
to this bill close without a brief refer
ence to several further aspects of the 
analysis of the bill's provisions. As I 
have said, I do not intend to burden the 
Senate with detailed discussions of 
specific provisions that are objectionable 
to me, when the RECORD is already clear 
as to my position, but I do want to make 
and emphasize certain further points. 

My first point has to do with the juris
dictional strike provision in section 8 
(b) (4) (D) of the bill. Originally, that 

• provision would have prohibited juris
dictional strikes involving disputes be
tween unions as to which of the unions 
was to do particular work. As I have 
said on many occasions, such strikes are 
wholly indefensible and should be pro
hibited. The section was amended in 
conference, however, so that it now pro
hibits strikes designed to force or require 
any employer to assign particular work 
to employees in a particular labor organ
ization rather than to employees in an
other labor organization or in another 
trade, craft, or class. The Senator from 
Ohio has stated in the supplementary 
analysis of the bill, which was included 
in the RECORD on June 12, after the bill 
had passed, that this is intended not 
only to outlaw disputes between unions 
over work assignments, but also to pro
hibit a union from striking because 
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work ts assignea to nonunion· employees. 
He states, further, that all it does is make 
it illegal for unions to coerce employers 
into doing something which the employer 
is already prevented from doing under 
section 8 (3) of the present Wagner 
Act; 

To me, this proVision, as amended, in
volves so shocking and unfair a restric._ 
tion on the legitimate and accepted 
rights and practices of labor unions, and 
one so readily conducive to destroying 
all craft unions, that I can scarcely be
lieve a Congress of the United States, 
sitting in the year 1947, could enact it 
into law, if it understood all its impli
cations as interpreted by the Senator 
from Ohio. Moreover, .Jam in complete 
·disagreement with the Senator's state
ment that this is in effect a restatement 
of existing law. 

Let me take a concrete example. Sup
pose members of the teamsters' union 
do both the hauling of freight by truck, 
and the loading and unloading, for em
ployers in this city. Let us suppose, 
further, that one employer now decides 
·to transfer the loading- and unloading 
to nonunion men. Under this provision, 
if the teamsters' union struck in order 
to induce the employer by economic pres
sure to continue making such work avail
able for members of the teamsters' union, 
they would be guilty of an illegal juris:. 
dictional strike and subject_ to unfair 
labor practice charges, loss of jobs, a 
district court injunction, and suits for 
damages in the district court under sec
tion 303 <b) of this bill. 

Mr. President, speaking at such length 
on the ftoor of the Senate has one thing 
to recommend it: A Senator who does so 
is not constantly called out to meet with 
this delegation or that delegation or this 
person or that person; at least lie is able 
to follow his own line of reasoning with
out interruption. 

I do not know for the life of me what 
so many Senators are here for at this 
time. I do not know why they do not 
go home and get some· rest, for they will 
need it. . We have another night and 
another day and Monday morning. 
That is a long time. I think everyone 
should get some rest. Of course, that is 
a gratuitous suggestion on my part; but 
it shows my human interest even in the 
opposition. 

Mr. President, I wish to .pause to say 
how much nicer it would have been if all 
of us could have cooperated on this mat-. 
ter and could have a unanimous-con
sent agreement to vote after the week 
end, on Monday or Tuesday or Wednes
day or some other day after the week 
end, after the people of the country had 
an opportunity to focus their attention 
on the President's veto message, prior 
to final action by the Senate. I think 
that is the way it should have been done, 
and I said so at the time, and I say 
so now. I do not think the majority 
should have forced its will upon the mi
nority simply because we did not imme
diately fall into line ahd accept the 
unanimous-consent agreement. I know 
the majority was motivated by just as 
sincere a desire for quick action as we 
motivated by a sincere belief that the 
P :-c;:sident was entitled to .a few days of 
Pt,I9lic consideration of his veto mes
sage, before the Senate took final ac-

tion. As I said earlier in my speech, 
I think he had that coming to him. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, I think 
it should be made clear that another fac
tor was involved, and I can see from the 
standpoint of parliamentary strategy 
why the majority wanted to force action 
by way of a unan"imous-consent ag-ree
ment to vote this afternoon at 5 o'clock. 

Mr. illCKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield for a ques-
tion? · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Oregon yield to the 
Senator from Iowa? 

.Mr. MORSE. For what purpose? 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. · For a ques

tion. 
Mr. MORSE. Yes; I yield for a ques

tion. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I should like 

to ask the Senator a question in order 
to clarify my understanding of his 
philosophy. !"understand that the Sena
tor is now criticizing the majority for 
attempting to handle the affairs of the 
Senate as the majority feels they should 
be handled. If that is the case, I wonder 
how the Senator from Oregon squares 
that philosophy with his philosophy, for 
instan'ce, when the FEPC bill was before 
the Senate for consideration and when 
the Senator from Oregon caustically 
castigated the minority for interfering 
with the will of the majority. I fail to 
quite reconcile those two philospohies, 
except on the basis of the philosophy of 
whose ox is being gored. 

Mr. MORb'E. Mr. President, I think 
it was in the absence of the Senator from 
Iowa that I discussed that point, but I 
shall be very glad to rediscuss it. 

I said earlier in this speech that I am 
opposed to filibusters. I will vote for 
a Senate rule that will outlaw filibusters. 
I have such a proposal in the hopper; it 
has been there all during this session of 
Congress. I also said I would vote for 
some changes under the unanimous-con
sent rule; I said that in my judgment, as 
that rule is now being practiced in the 
Senate, it takes unfair advantage of 
minorities in the Senate, because unless 
a Senator goes along and gives his con
sent in connection with such a unani
mous-consent request, all the types of 
pressures which I have previcusly dis
cussed in this speech and all the niceties 
of party discipline are brought down 
to bear upon a Senator. 

Mr. President, I think we are bver
using the unanimous-consent agreement. 
I think we are using it in such a way 
that, in practice, it is becoming a rule 
of limitation on debate which almost 
automatically is applied when it is re
quested, or else a Senator is frowned 
upon if he does not go along with the 
party majority and give consent. 

So I said earlier in my speech that 
here, right on this :floor, is the last great 
citadel of unlimited free speech among 
the parliamentary bodies of the world. 
I am willing to outlaw filibusters, and I 
am willing to put some limitations upon 
the unanimous-consent rule so as to 
make absolutely certain that there will 
be retained unlimited debate on the 
merits of issues. 

I also said earlier in this speech that 
there are, probab!Y. filibusters and fili-

busters. I said that, much as-- I . ·am 
against filibusters, no ·Memb_er- .of the 

• Senate can begin to appreciate how dif
ficult it was for me to participate in this 
filibuster. But so long as the filibuster 
practice is · going to be permitted and so 
long as a majority attempts to do what 
this majority did when the unanimous
consent . a:greement was proposed, I am 
going to make the fight for the protection 
of two things-minority rights in the 
Senate and the right to have some time 

• to discuss on the merits a matter of 
such fundamental importance to the 
people of the United States as is this 
labor bill and the veto message. 

So I said, and now repeat, that it is 
one thing to use a filibuster to try to kill 
a bill by preventing it from ever coming 
to a vote. That is not our position. 
What did we propose? Just a week-end 
delay, to vote on the first of the week, 
after the country had had an oppor
tunity to resp<;md to the President's veto 
message. 

When our motives were such, and 
when we made perfectly clear that there 
was no intention on our part to prevent a 
final vote by way of filibuster on the bill, 
I repeat what I said earlier, I think the 
majority owed it to the minority to co
operate with us and give us a unanimous
consent agreement for a vote after the 
week end. 

Oh, this is no filibuster to prevent a 
vote on the labor bill This is a filibuster, 
which necessarily had to take place in the 
light of the action taken by the majority, 
to assure the protection of unlimited de
bate on .the ftoor of the Senate, and to 
give the people of this country an oppor
tunity to respond to and react to the 
PreSident's message, and also give to the 
Members of this body an opportunity to 
weigh and consider the views of constitu
ents who might be heard from on the veto 
message. 

Mr. President, i do not like the situa
tion, but we did not need to have it, if 
that degree of comity and cooperation 
which I think should exist between us, 
even when we have differences of opin
ion, had prevailed in the Senate at the 
time the unanimous-consent agreement 
was offered and objected to. I gave at 
the time of my objection my reasons for 
objecting. As I have also said earlier in 
this debate, I do not stand alone in these 
objections, as evidenced by the fact that 
I have ample support to carry this battle 
over the week end, and after the week 
end I shall be ready, I say to the Senator 
from Iowa, to have a vote on the veto 
message. 

I was in the process of poin"ting out 
another reason for objecting to the unan
imous-consent agreement, and I was say
ing that I could see the parliamentary 
strategy on the part of the majority-and 
I think it was proper strategy, so far as 
it went-but I think it should bave been 
abandoned when colleagues in good faith 
expressed their honest objections to the 
unanimous-consent agreement. 

Let us look into the strategic position 
here on the :tloor of the Senate. This is 
my interpretation; I think it is correct: 
When the unanimous-consent-agreement 
was offered for a vote on the bill this 
afternoon at 5 o'clock, the majority knew 
they had us licked. The individual Sen-
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ators with whom I talked told me. so, 
gp.od naturedly, and I agreed with them .. 
They had us licked. However, some 
Senators were away, and as I have said, 
I do not know that those absentees had 
the slightest idea that . in being away 
they were running a risk of a vote on this 
question being brought up on the week 
end. I bact· no way of knowing what their 
views or wishes would be if they knew 
that danger existed. Here is a vital, a 
very vital issue, an econom~c issue, not 
without its political aspect. I do not 
want to see it a political issue,. but I do 
not suppose there is anything any of us 
can do about that-it will become such. 

Therefore, I felt that in accordance 
with a spirit of friendly cooperation with 
each other, we should not put any of our 
colleagues on the spot, so to speak, by 
going ahead with the unanimous-con
sent agreement before we knew of their 
wishes or their views in the matter, . or 
before they had ample op~ortunity to 
return to the Senate. · 

I do not think that in the heat of the 
debate and in our zealousness to get this 
matter out of the way-and I mean no 
criticism by what I now say-or zeal -to 
take advantage of a victory which the 
majority knew it had in the palm of its 
hand, if it could only get this matter to 
a vote by Saturday at 5 o'clock-! say, 
that I do not think that through· zeal, 
when one good faith, sincere objection 
to the unanimous-consent agre-ement was 
raised, the. agreement should have been 
pressed, and that the- minority spould 
have been required to go into this pro
longed session. 

Those things leave scars; they are 
bound to. Lean over backward as we 
will, when the smoke clears away from 
the battle and we go out in the cloak
rooms and laugh about it from the 
standpoint of the fight we had to put 
up for our respective points of view, 
nevertheless, we are going to- nurture 
down in our hearts-and I do not think 
there is any escaping it-a feeling, de
pending upon which side of the battle 
one is on, because we cannot get away 
from the fact that this is no minor 
skirmish in the Senate of the United 
States. There is bound to be nurtured 
in the hearts of Senators at least a feel
ing which should never have been brought 
about. If they are in the majority they 
will feel that the minority should not 
have called their hand, and if they are 
in the minority, the feeling is bound to 
be that the majority should not have 
taken advantage of a parliamentary 
situation and forced us into this battle. 

Mr. President, I am extremely disap
pointed about it. I really do not think 
that we proceeded on the plane on which 
we should have moved. I do not think 
it is g·ood for the spirit of cooperation in 
the Senate; I do not think it is good for 
the country; I do not think we should 
have been forced to do it, as I think those 
of us with the convictions we held were 
forced to do it for the reasons I have 
heretofore mentioned in my remarks. 

Mr. President, I have talked about-the 
strategy of the majority. The minority 
has not been without its strategy, either. 
As I said, I think there is one reason 
which has no relaticnship whatever to 
the strategy, which can stand alone, in 

support of the course of action the mi
nority has followed in this battle; that is, 
that after the President of the United 
States hands down ·a veto of such major 
significance, dealing with a problem so 
vital to the economic welfare of the 
country as this veto on the labor bill 
does, we should have postponed final 
action on the veto until the country had 
had an opportunity-,-

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Oregon yield to the 
Senator from California? 

Mr. MORSE. As soon as I finish my 
sentence.;.-that we should Lave post
poned the final action or. the veto until 
the country had had an opportunity to 
respond to and react to both his vetp 
message and to his Nation-wide broad
cast. I feel that very deeply. My re
spect for that great office is such that 
I do not think it would have been proper 
treatment for us to vote within rela
tively a few hours after his appeal to 
the people of the Nation. I now yield
for a question. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to ask 
this question of lliY able colleague from 
Oregon: Is it his position that when 
there has been ample notice that impor
tant business will be before the Senate 
of the United States at approxi::lately 
the date whEm every Member of the Sen
ate knew it would be before the Senate 
for consideration, 94 or 95 Senators 
should be delayed in transacting the 
public business because 1 or 2 or 3 
Senators are away from their place of 
business in Washington? 

Mr. MORSE. I shall be glad to re
spond to the question. I may say that 
I think, even under such a case as the 
Senator from California suggests, we 
still have a very difficult time j>]stifying 
holding the Senate in a Saturday session, 
which is very uncommon. We have had 
other very important legislation befpre 
this body, and as a practice we have not 
met on Saturdays; and so I say, in view 
of the fact that the Senators were away, 
and our practice is not generally to hold 
Saturday sessions, that it would have 
been the nice thing for us and the coop
erative thing for us to have postponed 
action until Monday. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Oregon Yield _ to the 
Senator from Michigan? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 

Michigan merely desires to ask a ques
tion. Is there any doubt in the able 
Senator's mind that all Senators were 
advised that the message woulc'l come 
to the Senate on Friday? 

Mr. MORSE. I understand that that 
was so. 

Mr. FERGUSON. So there was plenty 
of warning that the message would come 
in on the last day, and that would be 
Friday? 

Mr. MORSE. I understand that that 
was what the Senators who were away 
knew. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator permit me to ask a ques
tion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from· Oregon yield to the 
Senator frpm Kentucky? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Is it not true that 

Senators could not have been warned 
of a veto message, because nobody knew • 
whether there would be one? Is it not 
true that we discussed here on the floor 
that in the event there was a veto mes
sage, it would have to come on. Friday, 
but until the' veto message was sent here, 
nobody could be certain that there would 
be a veto message? 

Mr. MORSE. That is true; but I 
think,. Mr. President, that this may be 
said, dealing with the point raised by 
both the Senator from California and 
the Senator from Michigan, that, so far 
as I know, Senators who were away un
derstood that if the bill were vetoed, it 
undoubtedly would be vetoed on Fri
day;- but it does not follow from that 
in my opinion that the majoritY was 
justified in taking the position that be
cause the veto message came down on 
Friday, we should have a vote on Satur
day; and that i~ where we part com
pany. 

I say that, at that point, the nice thing 
to have done, the cooperative thing to 
have done, would have been to say, "Well, 
we know · that some of you fellows have 
these engagements of long standing. We 
know that one of your number is in 
Europe; it would take him some little 
time to get back; and we also know that 
this is a pretty ,vital issue, of interest to 
the country, and we think that some time 
ought to elapse froin the time we received 
the message to the time we vote on it; 
the country ought to be allowed to re
spond to it or to react to it; and so we 
suggest that we vote on it after the week 
end." When one thinks· of the many 
vital issues which have been pending be
fore the Senate even in this session of 
Congress, on Friday nights, with not a 
suggestion made that we meet on Satur
day, from time to time, I say I think that 
in view of that practice it is pretty diffi
cult to rationalize forctng the minority 
either to agree to vote on Saturdrty at 
5 o'clock, "or else.'' We have heard much 
in the debate, Mr. President, about the 
tactics of powerful unions against em
players, who find themselves in the dom
inating position in a dispute. We have 
heard ft pointed out, and rightfully so, 
that some of those unions, or their offi
cials, go before an employer and "lay it 
on the line," and say "take this, or else." 
I say, Mr. President, we in the minority 
feel that we were accorded that kind of 
treatment when this unanimous-consent 
agreement was offered, and we objected 
to it. We were told, in effect, "take this, 
or else.'' We have taken it thus far. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Oregon yield to the Sena
tor from Michigan? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a . question. 
Mr. FERGUSON. I have a question 

to ask. If the theory of the Senator 
from Oregon is carried out, do we not 
find ourselves in the position, in the case 
of a veto by the President, which takes a 
two-thirds vote to overcome, _of having 
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94 Senators held up because the Sena
tor from Or.egon desires to protect the 
rights of one Senator who is in Euro.pe, 
and who, as I understand. must have 
realized that a vote would come, and 
perhaps the rights of other Senators 
who are away? The· Senator from 
Michigan could wen have been away yes
terday, but he realized that it would -be 
necessary to be here, because a message 
one way or the other would be here. If 
the theory of the Senator from Oregon 
were carried out, would not the situation 
be as I have stated it? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I want 
to protect myself. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator is pro
tecting himself. This is a question. 

Mr. MORSE. I want the Chair to 
assure me that I am protecting myself. 
r am perfectly willing to let the Sen
ator from Michigan continue with ex
tended remarks, with a question mark 
at the end, if the Chair so rules; but 
I want to be sure this is a question . . 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, if 
the Senator does not desire to answer it_, 
it is all right. 

Mr. MORSE. 0 Mr. President, the 
Senator from Michigan does me a great 
injustice by that remark. I want to an
swer any question the Senator from 
Michigan desires to put to me, but I want 
to say to the Senator from Michigan 
that, before he came in, the junior Sen
ator from Oregon recognized that he must 
be very careful about Yi.elding for any
thing other than a question, and that, 
even though he yields for a question, 
should a Senator start talking in a form 
other than that of a question, the Sen
ator from Oregon is fearful he might 
lose the floor. All the Chair has to do 
is to protect the Senator from Oregon 
in this matter, and rule that what the 
Senator from Michigan is asking is a 
question, and I shall be glad to hear him 
for an hour. 

I think I know what the Senator from 
Michigan has in mind, and I ani going to 
talk about it, and I think he will find my 
talk to be a response to what he wanted 
to ask. The Senator from Michigan and 
I are too good friends to get into any 
difficulty over a matter such. as this. 

Mr. FERGUSON. There will be no 
difficulty between us--

Mr. MORSE. For a question I yield, 
Mr. President. _ 

Mr. FERGUSON. May I ask unani
mous consent, Mr. President, to , advise 
the Senator from Oregon that I do not 
wish to embarrass him at all? I wish to 
ask a question merely, and to place 
enough in it so that the Senator will un
derstand what I mean, so he can explain 
to the Senate exactly what his philosophy 
is respecting the proposition he is now 
debating. 

Mr. MORSE. I know, Mr. President, 
that that is the desire of the Senator 
from Michigan, and I may be overtech
nical, but I think the Chair will appre
ciate my position. I have sat here and 
too many times have seen Senators taken 
of! their feet on the floor of the Seriate 
to take any chances. I am simply ask
ing the Chair to protect me in these mat
ters. I am going to make a statement 
and see if it does not answer what the 
Senator from Michigan has in mind. I 

want to say that I do not agree with the 
Senator from Michigan that any great 
inconvenience would have resulted to 94, 
or whatever the number was, other Sen
ators in the Senate by our following our 
customary practice of not holding ses
sions on Saturday. We have adjusted 
our program pretty much to that prac
tice, and I think the RECORD will show 
that usually the majority leader, some 
days before the Saturday session, notifies 
us of a Saturday session so that we can 
make our plans accordingly. Perhaps 
that was done in this instance; but if it 
was done, I missed it. We cannot catch 
everything that occurs in the Senate. 
One does not hear ali the announcements 
made in the Senate. So I say, if it was 
done, I missed it. 

Therefore, _ assuming for the moment 
that we were not given any considerable 
notice of a Saturday meeting, I fail to see 
how anyone would be greatly incon
venienced by the position taken by the 
minority-that we should follow the ordi
nary practice and go over until Monday. 
There is nothing wrong about that. Mr. 
President, because of the fact that a veto 
message of such great importance came 
to the Senate, I think it was right and 
proper to delay acting upon it over the 
week end until the Senate and· the Presi
dent and the people of the country gen
erally could see what the public reaction 
to the message was. 

Mr. President, I have .no intention .of 
eliminating from the discussion the mat
ter of floor strategy. That is' there, too. 
It is true that as of this afternoon, as 
I said, we would be licked. We may be 
next week; I do not know. But as the 
old saying is, "While there is life there 
is hope." So long as we have not been 
licked yet, Hr. President, we are not 
licked. There is a chance-so some of 
my friends with· the pencils have told 
me--there is a chance that we might 
win by week end delay. If that were the 
only contest, if that were the only fac
tor involved, then from a purely par
liamentary strategic point of view there 
is a defense that can be made, in my 
judgment, for the position taken by the 
majority in the case o.f an old parlia
mentary rule. To the extent that a de
fense can be made for the majority, Mr. 
President; on that ground, so likewise a 
defense rests with the minority for the 
positioQ they have taken in that fight, 
because if it is reduced solely to winning 
or losing this fight, thep both sides are 
entitled to apply the rules of the Senate 
in the interest of winning. · 

Mr. President, I wanted to place the 
matter on a plane much pigher than 
that, because that is where I think it 
belongs. On that plane, Mr. President, 
I say, speaking the views of the minority, 
that I think it would have been more 
!'air and reasonable and cooperative, 
once a good-faith objection was raised 
to the unanimous-consent agreement, to 
let the matter go over until Monday. 

Why do we have unanimous-consent 
agreements? Let us analyze the pur
pose back of that question for a moment. 
Why do we require unanimous-consent 
agreements? As 1 understand the his
tory of the Senate and its rules, here is 
a great parliamentary body which has 
sought over the decades to assure 'pro ... 

'tection . to the minority, and therefore, 
before we could modify the procedures 
of the Senate to the degree that tne gen
tlemen of the majority wanted to modi
fy them in this instance, our forebears 
in this body provided it had to be done 
by unanimous consent. I think that 
implies something. I think it implies, 
Mr. President, that unanimous consent 
should be respected, and that a minority 
which felt that it should not be applied 
as of a given day should have its rights 
protected. I think that is what it is 
bottomed on. 

But has there been application of that 
principle in this instance? I do not 
think so, Mr. President. I want to say 

. in all kindness and with complete par
. liamentary politeness to my friends of 

the majority, l do not think they have 
been just to the original intention of the 
unanimous-consent rule. I think they 
have overlooked the fact that it was 
put in the rules for the purpose of pro
tecting the minority from being over
ridden by a dominant majority. 

Our forebears in this body were aware 
of the fact that a dominant majority 
existing for a temporary period of time 
can be tyrannical. They were much 
concerned about the tyrannies of major
ities. That is ·why they built up in this 
country a republican form of govern
ment, with checks and balances and 
safeguards which protect us from tyran
nical majorities. 

As I see this rule in particular, Mr. 
President, I think it was put in the Sen
ate rules to cover just such a situation 
as existed here on Friday when the 
unanimous- consent agreement was 
offered, but the purpose of which was 
not carried out by the majority in this 
body. That ·is one reason why I ob
jected, and that is one reason why I 
made up my mind that l would take my 
stand on this matter in two speeches, 
and I would fight for· the principle of 
minority rights involved in this case if 
necessary, until I dropped upon the floor 
of the Senate of the United States be
fore I would go down before the type of 
tactics employed by the majority in this 
body. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Oregon yield to the 
Senator. from Maine? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. BREWSTER. I should like to 

ask the Senator from Oregon whether 
he feels that his present position is en
tirely consistent with that which he ex
pressed on February 6, 1946, in the Sen
ate, when he used the following Ian-

. guage: 
I still believe that the Journal should be 

immediately approved-. -

Mr. MORSE. Just a moment. Mr. 
President, is it perfectly proper to put 
a question in that form? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the 
opinion of the Chair,. it is up to the Sen
ator from Oregon to decide, and to re
fuse to yield if in his opinion a question 
is not being asked. 

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator· will give 
me the language, I shall be glad to 
read it. 
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Mr. BRE"WSTER. · I will hand the 

copy of the RECORD to tile Senator. I 
hope he will read it with appropriate 
emphasis. 

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator will stand 
behind me and poke me when he wishes 
me to emphasize, I shall be glad to do so. 

As I understand the question, Mr. 
President, the Senator from Maine asks 
me if I believe that my present position 
is consistent with the language which I 
used on February 6, 1946, in a colloquy 
with my good friend the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL), when I used 
these words-! shall read the entire 
paragraph. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Very well. 
Mr. MORSE. The language is as fol

lows: 
Mr. MoRSE. I understand that the purpose 

of the recess which is about to be taken a 
few minutes before 4 o'clock in the after
noon, is to enable the majority party to 
hold a conference in regard to the situation 
involving the FEPC bill which now confronts 
the Senate. I am well aware of the fact 
that the majority should perhaps hold a 
conference, but I regret that it is to be held 
at such an early hour . . I wish the majority 
would hold its conference at a later hour in 
the day, because I am still of the belief that 
the Senate of the Unite-d States should pro
ceed with the business now pending . before 
it. I still believe that the Journal should 
be immediately approved, and that we should 
proceed, under the usual parliamentary pro
cedure, to consider the merits of the FEPC 
bill. We should return to what I believe is 
to be the great obligation of the Senate, 
namely, that of voting, and thereby be en
abled to proceed with other vital problems 
now confronting America. More important 
than that, Mr. P-esident, the great Senate of 
the United States should be enabled again 
to return to the principle of majority rule. 

Let me say that, on the face of it, its 
form is not consistent. I wish to say, 
however, that there are marked differ
ences between the two situations, and I 
wish to explain my view as to those 
differences. 

The FEPC filibuster sought to do what? 
It sought to hold the Senate in a posi

tion where it could ·not transact business 
until there was an agreement to with
draw that legislation, or until there was 
a counting of noses which would make it 
perfectly clear to those who were con
ducting the filibuster that the bill could 
not pass. 

There is no such attempt on the part 
of those of us who ace conducting this 
filibuster. We are not seeking to pre
vent a vote on the 'veto message. We 
have been willing at all times to enter 
into an agreement to "ote on it Monday, 
In the FEPC ·case we were dealing with 
a question which had been under dis
cussion for a long time. In this case the 
veto message was presented to us on 
Friday afternoon. It was a long docu
ment. It deserved our careful study . . 
The President had announced that he 
would speak to the Nation on a radio 
hook-up at 10 o'clock. We knew that 
the message and the talk would have a · 
tremendous public discussion all over the 
land, and so we pleaded against the 
unanimous-consent request, asking that 
the vote on the .veto message be allowed 
to go over the week end. I think there 
is quite a difference between the two sets 
of operative facts. 

Let me say another thing. I recall 
the FEPC filbuster very well. As I re-

. member, it lasted between 14 and 18 
days. For a period of between 14 and 
18 days the Senate was tied up in a fili
buster on the FEPC, a filibuster which 
was made to kill a bill which a clear ma
jority wanted. Night after night I stood 
on the floor of the Senate and pleaded 
that this body go into continuous session, 
24 hours a day, for as many days as were 
necessary to break the filibuster. Where 
were my supporters? Not a single Sen
ator supported me on the proposal to 
break a filibuster which sought to kill 
a bill , and which lasted between 14 and 
18 days. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I have one or two fur
ther sentences, and then I shall be glad 
to yield. 

In this case, almost immediately after 
the veto message was presented we had 
a request for a unanimous-consent 
agreement. There were honest, sincere, 
and good-faith objections to it. What 
was the minority met with? Continuous 
sessions of the Senate, or a quick vote 
without any debate on the merits of the 
veto message. At the present time . we 
must agree either to take such an ar-

. rangement or be held in session. We 
were held in session; last night speaks 
for itself. I do not like it. I think it was' 
unnecessary. I do not believe that we 
ought to act that way toward each other. 

Mr. President, there is an additional 
difference between the two cases. One 
was an out-and-out filibuster. In my 
judgment, this one was really provoked 
by a unanimous-cpnsent request in con
nection with which, in my judgment, and 
speaking for myself alone, the majority 
lost sight of the original intention of 
protecting the minority in relation to 
unanimous-consent agreements. 

So I believe that on the face of the 
quoted language there is an inconsist
ency. Earlier, when I believe the Sen
ator was not present, I stated that it 
was very difficult for me to go into 
this fight, because I do not like fili
busters. But I had to make a choice 
between a principle which I think is at 
stake in this fight, one about which I 
have just spoken, namely, the underly
ing purpose, spirit, and intent of the 
unanimous-consent rule when it was 
first placed in our rules by the framers 
thereof, and which I felt was being sacri
ficed, or was certainly not being ob
served by the majority in this instance, 
and on the other hand my honest, sin
cere belief that by rule we ought to abol
ish filibusters in the United States Sen
ate. However, I think it must be said 
that so long as the rules permit them, 
when we are in a situation such as the 
one in which we found ourselves on 
Friday afternoon, we are justified, until 
the rule is changed, in using the rules 
to protect our position. · 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

.-- Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. BREWSTER. · Do I correctly un

derstand the position of the Senator 
from Oregon to be that there are good 
filibusters and bad filibusters, determined 

by the purpose or intent of the one who 
conducts the filibuster? 

Mr. MORSE. I do not think there 
are any good filibusters, but I think there 
are differences in filibusters, and I think 
filibusters are differently motivated. I 
think they may be used, under the rules, 
to protect a right which accrues to the 
minority under another rule the spirit of 
which the minority feels is being vio
lated. That is our feeling in this in
stance. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Has the Senator 
from Oregon checked as to what has 
been the practice of the Senate in con
nection with voting on veto messages? 

Mr. MORSE. No; the Sena.tor from 
Oregon has not checked on that. 

Mr. BREWSTER. It has been my 
impression, and I wondered whether the 
Senator from Oregon had any different 
impression, that it has been the usual 
custom here to vote upon veto messages 
rather promptly on their receipt. Has 
the Senator any recollection in conflict 
with that? 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Ore:
gon will say that he has not checked it. 
I think that ordinarily veto messages 
have not involved such vital issues as 
does this one which has such tremendous 
public interest. I do not know of any 
other one since I have been in the Sen
ate as to which, · at the· time it was de
livered to the Senate, it became known 
that the President of the United States 
would discuss it on a Nation-wide hook
up that night. When that became 
known to us-I do not ask anyone to 
agree with me, but I think it is a very 
valid point and a decent point-when 
we did know that, I think that out of 
the respect that we owe to the office of 
the Presidency of the United States we 
shou.ld have said, "Let it go over until 
Monday and then vote on it." 

Mr. BREWSTER. Would the Sena
tor recognize that there is any distinc
tion between the appropriate time to 
consider a veto message of the President 
in a matter of this importance and the 
time involved in carrying on a crusade 
in the country, either by the President 
or any other group, in the matter of the 
deliberations of the Senate? 

Mr. MORSE. I think the· Senator 
from Maine refers in that question to 
what I would call the rule of reason
ableness. It is a question as to whether 
we were asking for a reasonable post
ponement of a final vote. I am willing 
to be judged on whether a request to 
postpone from Saturday at 5 o'clock to 
sometime on Monday afternoon is ·a rea
sonable request. I think most reason
able, prudent men, given that question, 
would say that the minority was clearly 
reasonable in its request, so far as the 
time element was concerned. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator from 
Oregon does not mean to imply, does 
he, that the time between Friday noon 
and Saturday afternoon was all that the 
Senate had given to the consideration of 
this question? 

Mr. MORSE. The veto message? 
Mr. BREWSTER. I am talking about 

the subject. 
Mr. MORSE. Oh, no. We have had 

a prolonged discussion of the bill and 
we have acted on it. All that was left 
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to act upon was a veto message of some 
five thousand wo.rds, detailed, incorpo· 
rating by reference various parts of the 
bill. But it is a complicated bill. I do 
not think the Senator will disagree with 
me-he knows this to be true-when I 
say that there are men in this body who 
say to us individually that they are not 
familiar with all the details of this bill, 
We have to place confidence in each 
other. Senator X v.ill say, "Senator Y 
tells me this is a pretty good bill, and 
I kind of lean on him on this type of 
legislation, and am going along with him 
on it.'' 

When it comes to the subject of for-. 
estry in my State I try to familiarize 
myself as best I can with forestry prob~ 
lems, but when I have one to handle I 
go to the senior Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. CoRDON] who I think is one of the 
best informed men not only in the Sen
ate but in the country on forestry prob
lems. I lean very heavily on him. 

I think' that is what has happened in 
the case of the labor bill. Although 
there has been prolonged debate on it 
it has been a restricted debate so far as 
both participants and auditors are con
cerned. Those of us who have been 
vitally concerned with it have done most 
of the debating and have listened to each 
other, and the Senate as a whole has not 
listened to a great percentage of the 
debate because of the fact that we bave 
been leaning on each other, as I say. 
But there came a veto message. I say to 
the Senator from Maine that there are 
men in the Senate who have not been 
going ·along with me on the labor bill, but 
on Friday afternoon they came to me 
and·said, "It makes me scratch my head.'' 
There was one Senator who said to me
he is not here at this time, but he was 
present not very long ago-"There .is 
one large segment of this veto message 
that covers for the most part the major 
points you made in your speech on June 
5." I said, "That flatters me. I 
thought I was right then; I am convinced 
that I am right now." He said, ' 'It· 
bothers me." 

I simply cite that to show that there 
was one Member of the Senate who, fol
lowing the veto message, had become 
perplexed. He was not so sure that his 
leaning on someone else had produced 
the best results. When I heard such ex
pressions of perplexity I did not give up 
hope that maybe a little longer · debate 
on it, a little further consideration 
of the veto message, might change 
some votes in the Senate. I do ·not 
think ·I should be cliticized for that. 
That is my responsibility and also my 
obligation. But I say to the Senator 
from Maine that I do not think that from 
Friday afternoon until Saturday after
noon at 5 o'clock was ample time within 
which to consider the veto message. 
Reasonable men can differ on that. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Would the Senator 
consider it any reflection to suggest that 
the President of the United States, with 
his preoccupation with rrany matters, 
particularly at this time, and with his 
very broad range of responsibilities, is 
not perhaps himself entitled to as much 

· respect in consideration of a matter of 
this kind as is the Senator from Oregon 

who has devoted much of his life to these 
problems, has had a vast experience, and 
has contlibuted very greatly to the dis
cussion of the question, as have other 
Members of this body who have given 
much time and study to it, and as have 
also Members of the other House? The 
subject had been very thoroughly ex
plored. I say that not to deprecate the 
President's work, but to inquire whether 
the Senator from Oregon does .not feel 
that the subject has been rather ex
haustively surveyed' ·by men of great 
competence in the Congress, so that ~e 
President contributed little that was new. 
Is not that a fair comment? 

Mr. MORSE. I want to answer the 
que.Stion put to me by the Senator from 
Maine by saying that as between my own 
view and that of the President on this 
issue, I would rather take the President's 
view. I think we want to give full weight 
and consideration to what the responsi
bility of that job adds to a man. I think 
I know that over the recent week;s the 
President of the United States has. been 
deeply concerned about this issue. I do 
not think that the veto message repre
sents the views of someone else. I think 
the veto message represents the study 
and the considered judgment of the 
President formed after he had many and 
prolonged conferences with the labor 
experts within the administration. 

I would have to say, in answer to the 
question, that after we had weighed the 
views of those in Congress who had 
worked on the legislation, we still owed 
it to our President to spend more time, 
on a message as carefully prepared as 
that one, than from Friday at noon to 
Saturday afternoon at 5 o'clock. But 
there, again, that· is my judgment. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Would the Senator 
from Oregon think it at all pertinent to 
reconcile the President's views expressed 
a year ago when he desired us to enact 
legislation of as drasti.c a character as 
was ever proposed in this or perhaps in 
any other democratic body, a proposal 
to draft labor? · What effect does that 
have upon the Senator's expression of 
his views? 

Mr. MORSE. -The Senator from 
Maine knows that the Senator fl·om Ore
gon vigorously opposed the President of 
the United States on that matter. In 
fact, the Senator from Oregon was so 
shocked by the President's proposal in 
that instance that, as I said eal'lier in my 
speech in the wee hours of the morning, 
I felt that I expressed my opposition to 
the President's suggestion in language 
that was unfair to the President. I have 
said so on the floor of the Senate. I 
think the President made a terrible mis
take; but I think he, as everyone else; 
learns by mistakes; and I think he has a 
better understanding of American labor 
problems as a result of the mistake. I 
think it has made him a much more 
carefuf student of American labor prob
lems, during the intervening year. 

All I say is that his veto message satis
fies me that he has learned a great deal 
since the mistake he made in the rail- · 
road case. That is about all I can say 
in answer to the questlon. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President,. will 
the Senator yield for one more ques-

tion? If . he ·wm, I shall not .interrupt 
him again. 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr . . KNOWLAND. I should like tG 

ask the able Senator from Oregon this 
question: With reference to his pre
vious statement that the only request. 
had been to go over until Monday, does 
not the Senator recall that our colleague 
from Idaho had suggested that the mat
ter go over until perhaps Thursday? So. 
when the Senator states that his request 
was that it go over to Monday, he was 
not the only one, of course, entitled to 
consideration under the unanimous
consent request; and does not the Sena
tor also recall that the matter that was 
finally before the Senate was whether it 
would go over until · perhaps Thursday 
of next week or later? 

Mr. MORSE. Let me say to the Sen
ator from California that I think it was 
right at that point that negotiations 
should have been started. I think we 
could have easily reconciled our differ
ences. I recall that something to that 
effect was said by the Senator from 
Idaho; but so far as I know, we never 
talked it over with him, and I do not 
think any request was made to have the 
vote postponed until Thursday. 
· But I talked to the chairman of our 

conference, the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. MILLIKIN]. I wish he were here 
at this time. ·I told him, in the cloak
room, that I thought something should 
be done to iron out this difficulty. I 
talked to some other Senators, too. I 
said I thought we were making a great 
mistake, and that we ought to try to 
understand each other in this matter. 

I wish to say to the Senator from Cali
fornia that I think the mistake was that 
we should have let some Senator pro
ceed with a spe_ech, and all other Sena
tors involved should have gotten into a 
huddle and should have started right" 
out with the premise; ''We are not going 
to take the adamant position that un
less we can get a unanimous-consent 
agreement now as to Sa~urday, there 
will not be any unanimous-consent 
agreement at all." I think that atmos
phere and that attitude were created in 
the Senate at the very critical time 
when we should have been doing some 
collective bargaining. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a moment? 

Mr. MORSE. For a question? 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes; for a ques

tion. 
Mr. MORSE. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLANE>. Does not the Sen

ator recollect, however, that so far as 
concerns the session which began yes
terday and lasted through the night and 
into today, a move was not made to do 
that until a threat had been made on the 
floor of the Senate of a filibuster . that 
might continue well into next week? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, so much 
has transp~ed, and I have been on my 
feet so long, that I cannot recollect every 
conversation. But I wish to say that if 
it may be done without causing me to 
lose the floor or lose on any ruling that · 
I shall have made more than one speech 
if the Senator from California does ex
pound further on the matter, I wish the 
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Senator would refresh my recollection as 
to who made that threat, because I wish 
to say to the Senator from California 
that, for the life of me, in standing here 
now and trying to think back to the last 
few hours; I do not know of any threat 
that was made. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield for a question, I 
think I can frame the matter as a ques
tion, so that my colleague will not lose 
the floor. 

Mr. MORSE. I appreciate that. 
Mr . . KNOWLAND Does not the Sen

ator from Oregon recall that our able 
colleague, the Senator from Idaho-1 do 
not see him. in the Chamber at this time
suggested on the floor of the Senate that 
a filibuster-and that word was used- · 
might be necessary in order to carry this 
discussion over until Thursday? Does 
not the Senator recall that the Senator 
from Idaho made mention of the fact, if 
the Senator from Oregon will recall
and I am sure the Senator does recall
that certain Senators were out of town, 
that certain Senators were expected to 
return shortly, but that certain other 
Senators had to go to the southern part 
of the country-to Warm Springs, I be
lieve; and at that point he suggested-if 
the Senator will recollect-that it might 
be necessary to conduct a filibuster until 
Thursday? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from California says that state
ment was· made, his assurance is good 
enough for me. I must have been en
gaged either in a conference or in a 
conversation, or else I must have been 
out of the Chamber at that time, for I 
did not hear that §tatement made. 

But I say this: After the Senator from 
Idaho made that statement, then, again, 
I think it was the basis for quick nego
tiations and conferences with the Sen
ator from Idaho, because-and let us 
be perfectly honest about the m'ltter
all of us know that in the heat of debate 
on the floor of the Senate, when things 
are moving at a rapid pace, many men-· 
each one of us, as a matter of fact, 
and certainly the present speaker is no 
exception-very frequently make . state
ments-that they wish to have quickly 
modified-insofar as concerns what is 
going to happen if such and such takes 
place from the sta:p.dpoint of strategy. 

As I have [aid, what the Senator from 
California says was said is. good enough 
for me. If he heard it, it was said. But 
my point is that I do not think that 
justified our taking an adamant position 
and for saying "Very well; we are going 
to keep going." 

I think that what we should have 
done would have been to get the great 
pacifier on the other side of the aisle, 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARK
LEY], and a few other Senators on that 
side of the aisle and the Senator from 
California [Mr. KNOWLAND] and the 
Senator .from Maiue and the Senator 
from Ohio, and the other leaders on this 
matter on this side of the aisle, includ
ing the Senator who objected to the pro-· 
posed unanimous-consent request, to 
form a huddle, and then I think we could 
have threshed out the very reasoning 
we are talking about now on the floor 
of the Senate, almost a day later-it is 

not actually that much later, but it 
seems that way-and could have ironed 
out the difficulty. That -is where we 
made our mistake. Let us be frank 
enough to admit it. I think we all made 
a mistake at that point. Something 
happened. One group went one way and 
the other group went the other, and 
there was no one to bring us back into 
wedlock. It was too bad. Let me say 
that it is not too late to have a unani
mous-consent agreement for a vote on 
Monday. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Oregon yield to the Sena
tor from Maine for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. BREWSTER. It seems entirely 

evident that there would be no difficulty, 
as I understand the Senator from Ore
gon, in arriving at a unanimous-consent 
agreement--

Mr. MORSE. There never was. 
Mr. BREWSTER. So long as it com

plies with the specifications of the Sen
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I suppose if the Sena
tor from Maine wants to. take that po
sition, that unless the Senator from 
Oregon accepts the unanimous-consent 
agreement which was offered for a vote 
on Saturday at 5 o'clock, then he is 
guilty of taking the position that the 
only unanimous-consent agreement 
that would satisfy is a unanimous-con
sent agreement to vote as of the hour 
he fixed on Monday. But I think that 
ignores every point I have made as to 
why I · think Saturday is an unreason
able day, and some hour on Monday is 
reasonable. I wish the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN] were present, 
because I would rather talk about the 
conference I had with him. I wish the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] were 
present, because the Senator from Ohio 
would have to testify that when he came 
over to my desk the suggestion was at 
one stage for a vote on Monday at 5 
o'clock, then Monday at 1 o'clock, and 
I said, "Bob, I think Monday at 3 is a 
reasonable in-between figure. Why 
don't we agree on Monday at 3 ?" I do 
not know what he did with that, but 
I surmise that when he went back and 
trieli to sell it, he did not have any 
buyers. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. BREWSTER. I should like to in

quire of the Senator from Oregon 
whether or not the question as to yield
ing to the views of the Senator from 
Oregon specifically was not warranted, 
because he not only disagreed with the 
majority on Saturday, but, as I under
stand him now, he apparently disagreed 
with his own colleague on the Thursday 
date. He felt there was just one time 
which was the ideal, which was what 
he had picked. The Senator from Idaho, 
who wanted the debate to proceed very 
much longer, was as much out of range 
on the agreement as the other Senators 
who wanted it to go on a more limited 
time. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I do not 
think that is a correct interpretation of 

my position; at least, it is not the posi
tion I intend to take or mean to take. 
I never talked with the Senator from 
Idaho about the matter. I will say that 
when I first talked with the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN] I thought Tues
day was a better date, because I thought 
that on Monday whatever reaction there 
was to be from the country would be 
observed by the Members of the Senate, 
for whatever value it might prove to 
have, so far as affecting the final vote 
was concerned. So I preferred Tues
day. I was willing, very early, to take a 
Monday. figure. But the Senator from 
Maine is correct, that I think the only 
thing which made it impossible to avoid 
this filibuster was the position of the 
majority, that we had to go along with 
a Saturday date at 5 o'clock, and, as I 
have said in regard to that-and I do 
not ask for agreement on it, but I ask 
for an understanding of my position, 
that is ali-I do not think the majority 
was carrying out the real spirit and 
intent of the unanimous consent agree
ment rule. 

If we could not get beyond the Satur
day date, I think the Senator from Maine 
then is perfectly correct in saying that 
the Senator from Oregon refused to 
agree, unless he could have an agree
ment which would take effect after the 
week end. That was my position; it is 
my position now. I shall have to con
tinue to talk, and talk tomorrow, if the 
only choice is an agreement which pro
vides for a vote of 5 o'clock this after
noon, because my honest opinion is that 
that is not a fair agreement. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I am glad to yield for a 
question. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Is it within proto
col for either the Senator from Oregon 
or myself to have a unanimous-consent 
agreement for the insertion in the REc
ORD of four editorials from the leading 
newspapers of Washington and New 
York this morning dealing with the 
subject of this veto? 

Mr. MORSE. I shall have to address 
that question to the Chair, and put it in 
the form of a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state his inquiry. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from 
Maine wants to know whether it would 
be possible for us to agree to introduce 
into the REcORD four editorials, appear
ing in today's newspapers, with the 
unanimous-consent understanding that 
it would not in any way, shape, form, or 
manner affect the right of the Senator 
from Oregon to keep the floor, and to 
keep the position which he now occupies 
of being in the midst of his first speech 
on this question. 

Mr: KNOWLAND. Due to the fact 
that the able Senator from Maine has 
made the request, I do not like to object 
to it, but I shall be forced to do so, be
cause I have objected to similar requests 
from other Senators on the floor of the 
Senate, and on a strict interpretation of. 
the rules, wi~hout such unanimous con
sent, it would be intervening business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon has the floor. 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am sure 

that under those circumst ances the Sen
ator from Maine will understand I shall 
decline to yield. 

I return to the point I was making on 
this hypothetical case. 

Moreover, if the union believed that 
the working standards and jobs of its 
members in the entire city were threat
ened by the employer's action, and if it 
brought pressure to bear upon other em
ployers in order to defend itself, it would 
be guilty of an illegal secondary boycott 
and subject again to all of the penalties 
ment ioned, as well as a mandatory, im
mediate court injunction. And these 
penalties would be applied even though 
it turned out, a year or 2 years later, 
when the Board issued its final decision 
in the case, that the employer had delib
erately transferred the work to the non-

. union men in order to rid himself of the 
union and to provoke the strike. 

I cannot believe that any fair-minded 
person would regard union action · for 
that purpose and under such circum
stances to be improper. 

What are unions for it not to protect 
work ingmen against that kind of treat
ment by employers? Nor is there any
thing in the present Wagner Act, so far 
as I can see, which would prohibit the 
union from taking appropriate action to 
protect itself and its members. Yet this 
bill leaves the union and its members 
completely helpless under the meaning 
given the conference amendment by the 
Senator from Ohio. 

The supplementary analysis also at
tempts to defend the conference amend
mi:mts that change the law with respect 
to the responsibility of labor unions and 
employers for the acts of officials or 
agents. The analysis states that the 
amendments are criticized in one breath 
as imposing too harsh a liability upon 
unions for the acts of their officers and 
representatives and as too mild with re
spect to the liability of employers for the 
acts of their managerial and supervisory 
personnel. "Of course," the analysis an
nounces, "the definition applies equally 
in tbe responsibility imputed to both em
ployers and labor organizations." 

This attempted explanation and justi
fication is, I beiieve, entirely unsound 
and, because of its specious reliance upon 
a spurious equality of treatment, even 
misleading. The effect of the amend
ment is, on one hand, to broaden the lia
bility of labor unions, as now limited 
under the Norris-LaGuardia Act, and on 
the other hand, to narrow the liability of 
employers under the National Labor Re
lations Act, as now established by deci
sions of the Supreme Court. The rule of 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act, now changed 
by this bill, has its roots in yr ars of bitter 
experience with the practice of some em
ployers of hiring spies and agents pro
vocateurs for insertion in union ra.nks to 
commit unlawful activities for which the 
union could be charged with responsi
bility in the courts The records of the 
La Follette committee are full of such 
abuses by employers and friendly courts. 

. And the rule of responsibility of em
ployers under the National Labor Rela
tions Act has its firm roots in the reali
ties of labor relations at the plant level, 
where the ' 'boss" is not a distant corpo-

ration, or directors, or officers, but the 
foreman. No justification is shown· for 
changing either of these sound rules of 
responsibility, now contained in the law. 

A third comment contained in the sup
plementary analysis, whfch I believe is 
also specious and misleading, is that with 
reference to the free speech amendment 
of section 8 (c) of the conference bill. 
It is stated that the critics of the provi
sion-including myself-are in error 
when they say that the prohibition 
against using expressions of opinion 
would prevent the Board from applying 
ordinary rules of evidence in it. proceed
ings, and that it goes much further even 
than the rules with respect to adnussi
bility in a criminal or civil trial. These 
critics overlook, the analysis asserts, the 
facts that the privilege of this subsection 
is limited to expressions of views, argu
ments, or opinions, and that it has no 
application to statements which are acts 
in themselves or contain directions or 
instructions. 

Frankly, it embarrasses me to com
ment on statements like that, because I 
do not believe that they are intended to 
convey the meaning which, by interpre
tation. they may appear to convey. I 
think we ought to be perfectly candid 
with one another. Everybody knows that 
so far as an employee is concerned there 
may be very little difference between his 
employer's views, arguments, or opinions 
about unions and his instructions or di
rections. Anything an employer Sf.YS can 
be couched in terms of views, arguments, 
or opinions. Yet in actual practice, the 
employee may well treat his statements 
as instructions or directions, depending 
on surrounding circumstances. And how 
can one draw a realistic line between 
statements of opinion which are acts and 
those which are not? I can only say that 
the effect of this bit of ex post facto 
clarification of the legislative history is 
to leave me hopelessly confused. But I 
do not think it will operate to diminish 
any of the serious consequences I see in 
this provision. 

Another clarifying item in the sup
plementary analysis to which I must ad
dress myself is the attempt to justify the 
conference amendment to section 10 (c), 
pursuant to which trial examiners' rec
ommended orders automatically become 
the Board's order if no exceptions are 
filed within 20 days. Critics of this pro
vision, including myself, have pointed out 
that this would permit unsuccessful liti
gants to bypass the Board and go directly 
to the courts without giving the Board an 
opportunity to correct error of the trial 
examiner. The supplementary analysis 
attempts to meet this criticism by assert
ing, first, that this could not happen be
cause section 10 <c> provides that "No 
objection that has not been urged before 
the Board, its member, agent, or agency, 
shall be considered by the court"; that, 
in any event, the attorney trying the case 
would presumably file exceptions; and, 
finally, that the general counsel would 
not go forward with enforcement if the 
order was erroneous. 

Again, I can only express my concern 
at the specious and, in my opinion, irrele
vant character of the comment. Here, 
again, we have an answer that seems 
plausible on its face , but, in my opinion, 

is found to be besfde the point when its 
surface is scratched. In the first place, 
.the case assumed in the criticism of the 
provision was one in which the -objection 
had been made before the trial examiner, 
who had ruled erroneously. Accordingly 
section 10 Cc) would appear to be com
plied with, even though the objection was 
not renewed by exceptions before the 
Board, for the objection would have been 
one that had been urged bef.ore an agent 
of the Board. That . is all that ·section 
10 Cc) seems on it face to require. 

Secondly, it is assumed by the criticism 
that the unsuccessful attorney desired to 
reverse the Board in the courts without 
giving the Board itself opportunity to 
correct the error, and the successful at
torney could hardly be expected to or be 
in a position to file exceptions to a deci
sion in his favor. Finally, it is entirely 
irrelevant to assert that the Board's gen
eral counsel would not proceed with en
forcement, since the point of the criti
cism is that the unsuccessful private 
litigant would seek judicial review in 
order to set the order aside. 

Still other confusing and even irrele
vant statements made in the supplemen
tary analysis have to do with my criti
cism of the amendments to sections 8 (d) 
and 7 of the conference bill. In answer 
to my point that section R (d) undesir
ably weakens collective bargaining when 
it redefines the duty to bargain during 
the term of a contract, the analysis re
plies in substance that the parties still 
may meet voluntarily and discuss 
changes in the contract, but that it is not 
an unfair labor practice for them to re- . 
fuse to do so. 

That is the cru~ of the matter. Irt 
fact, all through the bill, Mr. President, 
we see time after time rights of form 
but not of substance given to the 
worker. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr: President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Oregon yield to the 
Senator from Vermont? · 

Mr. MORSE. Yes; for a question. 
Mr. AIKEN. I wish to ask for infor

mation. The part of the bill that con
cerns me is the prohibition of expendi
tures for political purposes. I hold in 
myhand--

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President--
Mr. AIKEN. It is going to be a ques

tion. I can· assure the Senator I am 
seeking information. I want the right 
to ask--

Mr. MORSE. I know the Senator 
does, but he does not know how careful 
I hav'e to be. 

Mr. AIKEN. May I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. MORSE. Ask the question. The 
whole thing must be a question. 

Mr. AIKEN. Let me ask this question, 
Mr. President. How in the world am I 
ever going to find out what I want to 
know if I cannot ask a question? 

Mr. MORSE. That is what bothers 
· me . 

Mr. AIKEN. I am sure no one on this 
floor will deny that it is a question when 
he hears it. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator may think 
so, Mr. President. 
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Mr. AIKEN. Perhaps I can get some 

of the proponents of the bill to answer 
the question. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Vermont has not been in the 
Chamber recently and heard some of the 
exchanges which have taken place. If 
he were in my position, I am sure he 
would. understand why I am .exercising 
the great degree of care I am obliged to 
exercise. I wonder if he will not pre
pare a question to ask both the propon
ents and some of us who oppose the bill, 
and present his question to such Sena
tors in the cloakroom. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, may I 
address the Chair long .enough to say 
that that is exactly what I want to do. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator is making a parliamentary 
inquiry--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state his parliamentary 
inquiry. , 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not know that_ it 
is in the form of a parliamentary inquiry. 
I want to tell the Chair that what I in
tended to do was to ask both proponents 
and opponents of the bill the same ques
tion, but not in the cloakroom, because 
I want the answer on the record. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon has the :floor. 

Mr. MORSE. I may say, because I 
want to be of assistance to the Senator 
from Vermont, that if he will write out 
his question and hand it to me and his 
statement in explanation of his question, 
I will read it, and I will answer it if I 
can answer it. But I am not going to 
take any chances of losing the :floor, be
cause I still think we can win this fight. 

Repeating the paragraph, Mr. Presi
dent, still other confusing and even ir
relevant statements made in the supple
mental analysis have to do with my criti
cism of the amendments to sections 8 
(d) and 7 of the conference bill. In 
answer to my point that section 8 (d) 
undesirably weakens collective bargain
ing when it redefines the duty to bargain 
during the term of a contract, the analY
sis replies in substance that the parties 
still may meet voluntarily and discuss 
changes in the contract, but that it is 
not an unfair labor practice for them to 
refuse to do so. But the point of my 
criticism is, that we undesirably dilute 
and water down collective bargaining 
when we tell labor and management that 
if they have a contract they are not un
der any legal obligation to discuss 
changes in its provisions that will take 
effect during its term; and that they may 
engage in strikes, lock-outs, or lawsuits 
instead. · 

That is not going to produce labor 
peace. That is not going to promote 
the objective which I think the great ma
jority of the people of the country want 
us to accomplish, namely, the objective 
of passing legislation which will pro. 
mote industrial harmony, which will en
coura~re the settlement of disputes 
through good faith collective bargain
ing, which will provide collective and 
workable procedure for the peaceful solu
tion of disputes. That is not done, Mr. 
President, when there is set up a pro
cedure such as I think has been set up 
in this measure, and in accordance with 

the point I have just made, that the real 
alternative is not collective bargaining 
at all under the provision, but the en· 
gaging in strikes and lock-outs or law- · 
suits instead. . 
_ Industry and labor had voluntary 
collective bargaining even before the 
Labor Relations Aet. But my· notion of 
the act is that its purpose was to make 
it legally compelling for the parties to 
bargain; that it was designed to foster, 
protect and encourage collective bar
gaining as a stubstitute for strikes and 
lock-outs. This amendment does not 
conform to that purpose; it contradicts 
it. I think it would be far better if the 
sponsors of the· bill, who advocate such 
a provision, admitted frankly that it has 
that purpose and effect, and attempted 
to explain why they thought it was de
sirable to make the change. The bill 
would at least be less confusing, it would 
be subject to less misinterpretation, and 
it would be much less litigious. 

The same point can be made of the 
comment in the analysis in answer to my 
objection to the amendment to section 
7 of the conference bill, writing into -the 
law a national policy to protect the 
right to refrain from collective bargain
ing. Of course, it is true, as the analysis 
.says, that this is already the law and 
that the Board has so interpreted the 
present act. But the point is, that writ· 
ing such a policy into the statute de
signed to encourage collective bargain
ing, will only confuse administration of 
the law, weaken its protections, and give 
lawyers and antiunion employers a 
handy tool with which to try to defeat 
union organizational campaigns. 

I do not intend to catalogue all of the 
difficulties and the confusion I have with 
the various analyses and explanations 
of the bill. The examples I have given 
are enough, I think, to show how tor
tured the search for the correct meaning 
and effect of this bill will be if it be
comes law. 

These subtle legalisms, adroit argu
ments, and ambiguous words are suitable 
for lawyers; they are the _currency of 
those who speak for special interests in 
advocacy of their causes. But business
men and workers do not talk that lan
guage. They need candor and frank· 
ness, a belief in the sincerity and good 
faith of one another, a conviction that 
neither is out "to put one over" on the 
other. They need trust and fairness in 
their dealings. That is the way labor 
relations and collective bargaining op
erate; and it is the only way they can 
operate in a free democracy. 

This bill is the very antithesis of fair
ness and candor. It puts all the cards 
under the table or up the sleeve of the 
lawyers for both parties. Such legisla· 
tion will never receive niy vote. 

In closing this part of my speech, I 
must say that to me this is a tragic mo
ment in American industrial history. 
I think we had a great opportunity. 
I think we still have a great opportunity 
in this session of Congress-perhaps an 
unparalleled one-to do something good 
and constructive. We had a great op
portunity to write a fair, reasonable law, 
to improve collective bargaining, and to 
promote industrial peace. The whole 
country was looking to us, to the Repub-

lican Party, to correct and improve our 
industrial relations, in accordance with 
a sound party program. But I think, so 
far, Mr. President, we as a party holding 
majority control in the Eightieth Con
gress have muffed that wonderful oppor
tunity; and I think it is a great and 
tragic loss for all Americans and for the 
economic stability and prosperity of our 
country. 

Mr. President, it is not too late to re
cover the ball. It is not too late to 
make a touchdown in this game of indus
trial relations. It means that the Re
publican majority in this session of Con
gress must raise its sights. It must 
change its method of play. It must keep 
its eyes on the ball. · 

We must not be misled by certain ele
ments in the cheering section, because 
I fear there are elements in the cheering 
section who are cheering when we muff 
the ball, because they want us to muff 
the ball. We can pass some good labor 
legislation if we have the will and the 
determination to do what it takes to 
pass it. As I said earlier in this speech, 
we can pass it in 10 days. We can pass 
it by sustaining this veto message and 
going to work at once, resubmitting to 
the committee separate pieces of legis
lation on the vital issues which are in
volved in the whole question of improved 
labor relations. 

It is not going to require a considerable 
amount of time to get this bill back on 
the :floor of the Senate. I think w~ can 
get it out of · the Congress and into the 
White House, if we have the will to do it, 
un the basis of the rich experience we 
have had on labor legislation thus far in 
this session of Congress. I say I think 
we can do it in a period of 10 days; and 
I think we should do it. I think it is our 
obligation to do it. 

Mr. President, in one letter which I 
have written on the problem of our re
sponsibility to pass legislation I said this, 
after discussing procedural defects in the 
bill, as I pointed· them out in my June 5 
speech: 

In view of these procedural defects in the· 
bill, I am at a complete loss to understand 
your support of the bill. To date I have read 
nothing on the bill except very weak ration
alizations of what I consider are. unsound 
procedural provisions. You make the point 
that the only choice there is is between this 
bill or no bill at all. Of course, you know 
better than that. 

I think that is the same line the Repub
lican leaders in this session of Congref?s have 
been telling the American people. It is based 
upon what appears to me is subject to the 
interpretation of being a political threat that 
if the President does not let them have their 
way by signing the type of antilabor bill they 
want, they-·will sulk in their tents and pass 
no labor legislation at all. If this und~sira-
ble bill should be vetoed- · 

I wrote this letter before the veto
and I hope it will-and if enough Senators 
take the time to study its bad features and 
thereafter vote to sustain a veto, and I feel 

• they could-a new and fair labor bill could 
be passed through the Congress within 10 
dayS- thereafter. That is, it could if the Re
publican leaders of this Congress are willing 
to put partisan politics aside long enough to • 
serve the best interests of all the people of 
the country. 

Your argument that the defects in this bill 
can be corrected by the joint Senate-House 
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committee some time in the future is a very 
unsound premise on the basis of which to 
ask Members of bongress who are trying · to 
do a conscientious job in the public interest 
to vote for any piece of legislation. In my 
judgment, no Member of Congress can jus
tify hiding behind the face-saving rational
ization you offer him because this bill is ab
solutely unsound and procedurally un
workable. 

I wrote that, Mr. President, before the 
President's veto message was received, 
and I am very happy to find that my 
observation is shared also by him. 

The letter continues as follows: 
From the moment of its enactment great 

injustices to the legitimate rights Gf both 
labor and imiustry will start to accrue. No 
Member of Congress has any right to vote 
for a piece of legislation which is so imper
fect that even its proponents admit its seri
ous imperfections before it is passed-by at
tempting to justify their · wrongdoing by 
standing up on the floor of the Senate, or 
by writing editorials based on the rationali
zation that some time in the future the in
justices of the law should be corrected by 
modifications and amendments. Obviously 
it is the duty of Congress to pass sound legis
lation in the first place. 

Those Members of Congress who are at
tempting to alibi for the serious, known de
fects and injustices of the Taft-Hartley bill 
should not be aided and abetted. The legis
lative principle you have adopted in your 
attempt to front for this legislation is so 
destructive of a sound legislative process 
that I hope you will not apply it generally to 
all legislation which comes before the Con
gress. 

In the ordinary course of eyents the Con
gress will pass plenty of legislation with 
imperfections in it of which its Members are 
not aware at the time of passage, and which 
imperfections necessarily will need correcting 
in the future. · However, in the name of good 
government ·it cannot pass legislati.on which 
it knows in advance is full of serious imper
fections and gross injustices, and then try 
to excuse itself to the American people on 
the basis of the alibi that it provided within 
~he bill for a committee to study the ad
ministration of the act and make recom
mendations in the future: Such a run-out 
isn't going to provide any comfort or pro
tection to those unions and workers whose 
legitimate economic rights will be weakened 
er destroyed by ~nti-labor employers who are 
given such great advantages by the Taft
Hartley bill. 

Such a postponement of correcting. the 
t;nany injustices which are inherent in this 
bill is not going to promote good employer
employee relations in this country. Right 
now is the time to pass labor legislation 
which does not include the injustices and 
imperfections of the Taft-Hartley bill. 
Right now is the time for the Republican 
leadership of the Republican majority in the 
Eightieth Congress to pass sound labor legis
lation so necessary to check labor and em
ployer abuses. 

Right now is the time for all great news
papers to make a fight for sound legislation, 
and to rationalize legislation which admit
tedly has serious imperfections in it. 

Mr. President, I ask the Official Re
porter to include in the RECORD only the 
parts of the letter I have just read, in ac
cordance with the corrections and modi
fications I have made as I have gone 
along in reading it. I say that because I 
want the Official Reporter to understand 
that I do not want the name of the re-

. cipient of the letter to be shown in the 
RECORD, and also I made certain changes 
in reading the letter as I went along, 
which I am sure are made clear in the 
reporter's notes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Oregon ask unanimous con
sent to have the letter printed in . full 
in the RECORD? 

Mr. MORSE. No, Mr. President, I do 
not want the letter to be printed in full. 
I am simply telling the Official Reporter 
that I have handed him the letter. I do 
not mean to have the letter printed in 
full in the RECORD. I simply have handed 
the letter to the reporter, for I thought 
it might be helpful to him to have the 
letter in his possession as he prepared the 
RECORD. But I wish to make clear to him 
that I made corrections as I read the 
letter, and I also wish to make clear 
to him that I did not mention the recip
ient of the letter. I think the Chair is 
quite correct, namely, that my state
ment sounded as if I wanted the entire 
letter printed in the RECORD. However, 
that is not my desire. I simply want the 
Official Reporter to understand that I 
wish him to put in the RECORD the verba
tim statement I made, which he has re
ported in his notes. But I think he will 
find the letter helpful to him in going 
over his notes. 

Mr. President, under date of June 20, 
yesterday, I received a copy of a letter 
which was sent to my good friend the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY]. 
The letter is signed by Mrs. Anna Lord 
Strauss, president of the League of 
Women Voters, with an office in Wash
ington, D. C. I think she is known to 
most of us. I think her high sta.nding 
and her objective attitude and her desire 
to have the Congress enact only legisla
tion which will be in the public interest 
are also well known to us. · I shall read 
this letter into the RECORD. 

Mr: President, first let me make a par
·Hamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. I do not wish to seem 
always to be seeking advance rulings but 
I am going to read these communications, 
and my parliamentary inquiry is as fol
lows: If I ask to have anything which 
is before me inserted in the RECORD, I 
shall have to obtain unanimous consent 
to that effect, and then I may be likely 
to get in trouble, may I not, on the ground 
that I am asking to have new business 
transacted, and some Senator will be able 
to object and have his objection sus
tained, and then I shall find myself in 
the position of being on my way to mak
ing a second speech? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the 
opinion of the Chair, the Senator would 
run that risk if he made such a request. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Chair. I 
almost got caught that time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is not trying to catch the Senator. 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, no, not the Chair. 
I would not say such a thing of the pres
ent occupant of the chair. I have noth
ing but love -~'or the present occupant of 
the chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
present occupant of the chair is very ap
preciative. 

Mr. MORSE. I know he will always 
try to give me fair and impartial treat-
ment under the rules. ' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
present occupant of the chair will try 
to do so. 

Mr. MORSE. And I have nothing but 
love and a:trection for the other Senators 
around me, too; but I know that some 
of them will try to catch . me just the 
same. [Laughter.] 

So, Mr. President, I think I had better 
read the letter, rather than run any risk: 

DEAR SENATOR BARKLEY: In connection 
with the discussion of the Taft-Hartiey la
bor bill (H. R. 3020 ~, may I. p_oint out the 
following very serious aspect of one of its 
provisions which so far as we know has re
ceived no attention. 

Mr. President, I digress from the let
ter long enough to say that I do not think 
that should surprise Mrs. Strauss. I 
imagine that there is quite a great deal 
in the bill that has not yet received any 
consideration. As the years pass by, if 
this bill becomes law, I think the lawyers 
will find newer and newer aspects of the 
bill which will receive, because of their 
diligent research, the serious considera
tion of a number of courts. 

But, Mr. President .. going back to the 
letter, Mrs. Strauss says further. 

Section 304 of the bill forbids any cor
poration or any labor union to make a con
tribution or expenditure in connection with 
Presidential or congressional primaries or 
elections. The league has taken no position 
.on the labor bill, either pro or con. How
ever, we are informed by lawyers and experts 
who have worked on the legislation that this 
provision would apply to incorporated organ
izations such as the League of Women Voters. 
I am sure you are · familiar with the non
partisan election material, designed to 
stimulate a larger and more informed vote, 
which the league has been issuing . for the 
past 27 years. This type of activity, which 
we consider of vital importance to the 
maintenance of a participating electorate, 
would, we understand, be prohibited by this 
section of the bill. This would affect not 
only the League of Women Voters but all 
other incorporated civic groups who have 
been accustomed to providing roll calls and 
other election tools for the benefit of the 
voter who seeks to cast an intelligent ballot. 

We hope you may be able to point out to 
the Senate the extremely set:ious conse
quences which can emerge from such a 
stifling of our rights as active citizens. 

Mr. President, I do not know whether 
she is right or wrong. I have not seen 
the letter before, and I have not taken 
time to study the problem she raises. 
But if she is right it is a rather serious 
situation, and of course it involves some
thing that would have to be corrected. 
We shall certainly hear about it if she is 
right. 

Mr. President, this little parliamentary 
situation is all over the President's veto 
message, and it all comes about because 
a majority insisted pn a unanimous con
sent agreement to vote on the bill at 
5 o'clock this afternoon. 

Some of us felt that the request, ·under 
all the circumstances, was unreasonable, 
and I objected to it, although had I not 
objected, others would have. 

I have already given my main reasons 
as to why I objected, but I wish to repeat 
that probably along with my reason that 
the President ·should have been shown 
what I consider to be a greater degree of 
consideration than the unanimous-con
sent agreement request for a vote at 
5 o'clock today did show to him, was 
the reason that I do not think that 
under the unanimous-consent rule a rna-
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jority· should force its will upon the mi .. 
nority' under such circumstances as' are 
present in this case. 

As I said earlier this afternoon, I think 
· that when that rule was put into the rule 

book, it was for the purpose of guaran
teeing the minority that no action was 
going to be taken or could be taken, un
der just such circumstances as those 
which are present in this particular case, 
unless all agreed. I think that is why 
the rule was adopted. ' I do not think 
it was put into the book with tongue in 
cheek. I do not think the propounders 
of the rule sought to protect the minor
ity with the one ·hand and snatch their 
rights away with the other. .I do not 
think the propounders of the rule had in 
mind that when the majorit~· cculd not 
get unanimous consent, then it should 
consider itself perfectly free to .· drive 
the minority into a unanimous-consent 
agreement by forcing it either to accept 
the agreement or start a filibuster. 

I cannot believe that. I think they 
were much more considerate of the mi
nority. r' think that rule was adopted; 
among other reasons, for the purpose of 
enabling the Senate to expedite its busi
ness by una~mous consent. That is why 
I think it was adopted. I do not think 
it was put into F-ffect for the purpose of 
enabling a dominant majority to expe
dite the business of the Senate by say
ing to the minority, in effect, "You either 
accept this unanimous-consent agree-
ment or start talking:" .· 

It is not reasonable 'to think that any 
such motivation or intent could have been 
entertained in the minds of those who 
wrote the rule book from period to pe
riod, in the interest of making this an 
effective i and efficient parliamentary 
body, whereby the majority could trans
act business, but within reasonable re
straints which protect minority inter
ests. , 

There are other ways of doing business. 
It can be done by motion, and there are 

· a great many other ways within the rule 
book, but for purposes of expedition and 
speeding up it was provided that the 
rules could be set aside by unanimous 
consent. I think it was a rule based upon 
a gentleman's understanding and agree
ment. That is the way I like to think 
about it. But, Mr. President, I think it 
is being abused; I think it is being_ ter
ribly abused in this instance, and I think 
that if we do not show up anything else 
in this debate, we are going to add an
other chapter to the record in support 
of the argument that we need some re
vision of our rules so as to protect against 
abuse, including the abuse of filibuster
ing, including the abuse of the unani
mous-consent agreement. 

We do not get an efficient, smoothly 
operating Senate out of following parlia
mentary practices and procedures which 
did not stem from a good faith, friendly, 
cooperative comity relationship between 
each other. That is what butts me 
so much about this particular battle, 
Mr. President. That is what so deep
ly grieves me, because we are not to
gether, on what I think is a clear ob
jective of the rules. Surely there 
come times in the life of a parliamentary 
body when the lines of difference are 
so deeply drawn that the strictest ap .. 

plication of the rules must' be followed; 
but certainly not a time so short after 
the presentation of a veto message as 
was the case in this instance. But, along 
with tJlis p-oint of mine, I think-and 
again I present my views, and I reflect 
on no one; at least intentionally or 
meaningly-I think we: have done vio
lence to the unanimous-consent agree
ment rule in this case. I think violence 
was done to it when the majority took 
the position we had to vote Saturday 
a~ternoon or-we were going into contin
uous session. I am sorry . the majority 
did that. · Something tells me that from 
down deep in the hearts of c~rtain of 
my. very good friends on the majority 
side, a message is going to their con
sciences, telling them that it would have 
been a great deal better if they had not 
been so insistent upon enforcing. their 
technical power. I do not say rights, 
Mr. President, because I really am in
clined to deny that, within the meaning 
of the rule, the right really exists; but 
the . power to do what they are doing 
clearly is present; and because I know 
them to be fair-minded men, I have a 
hunch that already they know . to their 
own satisfaction, even though they may 
defend their position" 'till the cows come 
home," as we used to say when I was. a 
kid, I think they know that they are 
rather hard on the minority in this in
stance. But this; like other things, will 
pass, and we shall be working together 
again. Next time, as so ·characteristic 
of the Senate, we shall all be jumbled up, · 
so far as alinements are concerned,- and 
they will Probably· let their hair down, 
and I will, too, and we will admit what I 
tried to point out here a few minutes ago, 
that we did not engage in enough col
lective bargaining before we got into this 

· mess. Of course, Senators know how it 
.is. In the midst of a parliamentary bat
tle, someone begins to see some great 
principle involved, and someone feels, as 
one Senator apparently felt when he 
talked to me today in the· cloakroom, 
that "we have got to break you on this; 
we will break you if it takes to Monday 
morning." I do not know whether they 
are breaking us or not. I do not know 
what is meant by "breaking· us." 

Mr. LUCAS entered the Chamber. 
Mr. MORSE. There is the Senator 

from Illinois. I am glad to see him. 
Mr. LUCAS bowed his acknowledg-

ment. · 
Mr. MORSE. May I say that I hope 

the Senator from Illinois will proceed to 
give very careful consideration to what 
has transpired since he was last in the 
Senate Chamber. Knowing him to be a 
man of great fairness, and also a deter
mined fighter for the rights of the mi
nority, in the Senate of the United 
States, perhaps after he catches up on 
the transactions of the Senate since he 
left, tomorrow morning about 4 ·o'clock I 
can get some help from the Senator from 
Illinois. I do not know of anyone, Mr. 
President, I would rather hear on this 
subject, about 4 o'clock tomorrow morn
ing, than the Senator from Illinois. 

Now, Mr. President, as I was saying, I 
think we are going to come out on this 
all right. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

. The· PRESIDENT pro tempor~. Doe~ 
the Senator from -Oregon yield to the 
Senator from Illinois.? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. LUCAS. In view. of the fact that 

the Senator from Imnois has ~en away, 
may I inquire of my able friend how long 
he has been speaking? 

Mr. MORSE. I would not know. 
[Laughter.] Will the Chair inform the 
Senator how long I have been speaking? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It 
seems like a couple of weeks to the chair. 
[Laughter~ 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MORSE: Flrst, I should like to 
say to my good friend, the senior Sena
tor from Michigan, who now occupies 
the chair, that if he feels that way now 
I wonder what his feeling will be about 
Monday morning? - · 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sim
ply numb, about that time. · [Laughter. l 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair is advised that the Senator from 
Oregon has been speaking 7 hours and 
about 50 minutes. 

Mr. MORSE. That is not long 
enough. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
is a matter of. opinion. 

Will the Senator from Oregon yield 
to the Senator from Michigan? 

Mr. MORSE. For a question only, Mr. 
President. ' 

Mr. FERGUSON. Having been ad
vised by the Chair of the length of time 
the Senator has been speaking, can he 
advise the Senate as to how long he will 
continue to speak? 

Mr. MORSE. No; I cannot. I have a 
glass of milk here which I am going to 
drink. I am very fond of milk, and it 
has a very invigorating effect on me. 

· [Laughter.] I do' not know what might 
happen after I drink it. I shall wait for 
a few whispered instructions from cer
tain of my colleagues, in the course of 
another hour or so. I may then be able 
to answer the Senator's question. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. MORSE. For a question, Mr. 
President . . 

Mr. LUCAS. In view of the fact that 
the distinguished President pro- tempore 
has stated that it seems as though it has 
been 2 weeks that the Senator from Ore
gon has been talking, as a premise for 
the Senator's reply as to how long he 
might talk, can he give us any notion as 
to how long he might talk, in view of the 
statement made by the distinguished 
President pro tempore? 

Mr. MORSE. It pains me very much 
to know that my friend from Michigan is 
suffering any fatigue as the result of my 
talking, because I think that is implied 
in his remarks. I do not blame him at 
all. He ought to be down here doing this 
job. He knows something about fatigue. 
I think I will talk for-oh, I cannot say. 

I do not know, Mr. President, whether 
all Members of the Senate have been 
able to study and restudy and examine 
and reexamine the President's message, 
but that is what this battle is about. I 
think we ought to pause to reftect on it 
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from time to time. So, Mr. President-! 
bad better make, first, a p~rliameiltary 
inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE.. There is nothing in the 
rules, is there, that would prevent my 
reading the President's veto message and 
commenting on it as I go along, even 
though it has already been read once into 
the RECORD by the clerk? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore: The 
Senator is quite safe in doing tliat. 

Mr. MORSE. I want to reemphasize 
the message and call renewed attention 
to its provisions, because I have such 
great difficulty in seeing how people can 
study that message and not recognize 
that every presumption should be ren
dered in its favor, and vote to sustain it, 
and then get busy in the Congress in 
passing new legislation that will meet the 
objections that are raised in the message. 

Thus, the President said to us in his 
veto message: 

I return herewith, without my approval, 
·H. R. 3020, the Labor-Management Relations 
Act, 1947. 

I am fully aware of the gravity which at
taches to the exercise by the President of his 
constitutional power to withold his . approval 
from an enactment of the Congress. 

I share with the Congress the conviction 
that legislation dealing with the relations 
between management and labor is necessary. 
I heartily condemn a buses on th_e part of 
unions and employers, ·and I have no pa
tience with stubbern. insistence on private 
advantage to the detriment of the public 
interest. 

But this bill is far from a solution of those 
problems. 

When one penetrates the complex, inter
woven provisions of this omnibus bill , and 
understands the real meaning of its various 
parts, the .result is startling. 

The bill takep. as a whole would reverse 
the basic direction of our national labor 
policy. inject the dovernment into private 
economic affairs on an unprecedented scale, 
and conflict with importan:t principles of 
our democratic society. Its provisions would 
cause more strikes, not fewer. It would con
tribute neither to industrial peace nor to 
economic stability and progress. lt would 
be a dangerous stride in the direction of a 
totally managed economy. It contains seeds 
of discord which would plague this Nation 
for years to come. 

Because of the far-reaching import of this 
bill , I have weighed its probable effects 
against a series of fundamental considera
tions. In each case I find that the bill ·vio
lates principles essential to our public wel-
fare. · 

I. The first major test which I have applied 
to this bill is whether it would result in more 
or less Government intervention in our eco
nomic life. 

Our basic national policy has always been 
to establish by law standards of fair dealing 
and then to leave the working of the eco
nomic system to the free choice of individ
uals. Under that policy of economic free
dom we have built our Nation's productive 
strength. Our people have deep faith in in
dustrial self-government · with freedom of 
contract and free collective 'bargaining. 

I find that this bill is completely contrary 
to that national p .... llcy of economic freedom. 
It would require the Government, in effect, 
to become an unwanted participant at every 
bargaining table. It would establish by law 
limitations on the terms of every bargaining 
agreement, and nullify thousands of agree
ments mutually arrived at and satisfactory 
to the parties. It would inject the Govern-

ment deeply into the proeess by which em
ployers and workers reach agreement. It 
would superimpose bureaucratic procedures 
on the free decisions of local-employers and 
employees. 

At a time when we are determin~d to re
move, as rapidly as practicable, Federal con
trols established during the war, this blll 
would involve the Government in the free 
processes of our economic system to a degree 
unprecedented in peacetime. 

This is a long step toward the settlement 
of economic issues by Government dictation. 
It is an indication that industrial relations 
are to be determined in the Halls of Co:p.
gress and that political power is to supplant 
economic power as the critical factor in labor 
relations. 

II. The second basic test against which I 
have measured this bill is whether it would 
improve human relations between employers 
and their employees. 

Cooperation cannot be achieved by force 
of law. We cannot create mutual respect 
and confidence by. legislative fiat. 

From a literary standpoint those are 
two beautiful sentences. In addition, 
they represent a great truth which we 
Members of Congress and the people of 
this country should never forget. Says 
the President: 

Cooperation cannot be achieved by force 
of law. We cannot create mutual respect 
a"hd confidence by legislative fiat. 

The President continues: 
I am convinced that this legislation over

looks the significance of these principles. 
It would encourage distrust, suspicion, and 
arbitrary attitudes. 

I find that the National Labor Relations 
Act · would be converted from an instru
ment with the major purpose of protecting· 
the right of workers to organize and bar
gain collectively into a maze of pitfalls and 
complex procedures. As a result of these 
complexities employers and workers would 
find new barriers to mutual understanding. 

The bill time and again would remove 
the settlement of differences from the bar
gaining table to courts of law. Instead of 
learning to live together, employers and 
unions are invited to engage in costly, time
consuming litigation, inevitably embitter
ing both parties. . 

The Congress has, I think, paid too much 
attention to the inevitable frictions and 
difficulties incident to ·the reconversion 
period. It has ignored the unmistakable 
evidence that those difficulties are receding 
and that labor-management cooperation is 
constantly improving. There is grave dan
ger that this progress would be nullified 
through enactment of this legislation. 

III. A third basic test is whether the bill 
is workable. 

There is little point in putting laws on the 
books unless they can be executed. I have 
concluded that this bill would prove to be 
unworkable. The so-called emergency pro
cedure for critical Nation-wide strikes would 
require an immense amount of Government 
effort but would result almost inevitably in 
failure. The National Labor Relations Board 
would be given many new tasks, and hob
bled at every turn ·in attempting to carry 
them out. Unique restrictions on the 
Board's procedures would so greatly increase 
the backlog of unsettled cases that the 
parties might be driven to turn in despair 
from peaceful procedures to economic f~ce. 

IV. The fourth b~ic test by which I have 
measured this blll 1s the test of fairness. 

The blll prescribes unequal penaltJes for 
the same offense. It would require tl)e Na
tional Labor Relations Board to give pri
ority to charges against workers over related 
charges against employers. I t W<l\lld dis-

crimtn:ate against workers by arbitrarily 
penalizing them for all critical strikes. 

Much has been made of the claim that 
the bill is intended simply to equalize the 
positions of labor and management. Care- • 
ful analysis shows that this claim is un
founded. Many of the provisions of the bill 
standing alone seem innocent, but, consid
ered ·in relation to each other, reveal a con
sistent pattern of inequality. 

The failure of the bill to meet these ;fun
damental tests is clearly demonstrated by 
a more detailed consideration of its defects. 

1. The bill would substantial!y increase 
strikes. 

(1) It would discourage the growing will
ingness of unions to include "no strike" 
provisions 1n bargaining agreements, since 
any labor organization signing such an agree
ment would expose itself to suit for contract 
violation if any of its members engaged in an 
unauthorized "wildcat" strike. 

(2) I ': would encourage strikes by imposing 
· highly complex and burqensome reporting 
requirements on labor organizations which 
wish to avail themselves of their rights under 
the National Labor Relations Act. In con
nection with these reporting requirements, 
the bill would penalize unions for any failure 
·to comply, no matter how inconsequential, 
by denying them all rights under the act. 
These provisions, which are irrelevant to the 
major purposes of the bill, seem peculiarly 
designed to place obstacles tn the way of 
labor organizations which wish to appeal to 
the National Labor Relations Board for re
lief, and thus to impel them to strike or take 
9ther direct action. 

(3) It would bring on strikes by depriving 
significant groups of workers of the right they 
now enjoy to organize and to bargain under 
the protection of law. For example, broad 
groups of employees who for purposes of the 
act would be classed as supervisors would be 
removed_ from the protection of the act. 
Such groups would be prevented from using 
peaceful machinery and would be· left no 
option but the use of economic force. 

(4) The bill would force unions to strike 
or to boycott if they wish to have a juris
dictional dispute settled by the National 
Labor Relati<;ms B9ard. This peculiar situa
tion results from the fact that the Board 
is given authority to determine jurisdictional 
disputes over assignment or work only after 
such disputes have been converted into 
strikes or boycotts. 

In addition to these ways in which specific 
provisions of the bill would lead directly to 
striJtes, the cumulative effect of many of _its 
other provisions which .disrupt established 
relationships would result in industrial strife 
and unrest. · 

2. The bill arbitrarily decides, against the 
workers, certain issues ·which are normally 
the subject of colle.ctive bargaining, and thus 
restricts the area of voluntary agreement. 

(1 ) The bill would limit th~ freedom of 
employers and labor organizations to agree 
on methods of developing responsibility on 
the part· of unions by establishing union 
security. While seeming to preserve the right 
to agree to the union shop. it would place 
such a multitude of obstacles in the way of 
such agreement that union security and re
sponsibility would be largely canceled. 

In this respect, the bill disregards the 
voluntary developments in the field of in
dustrial relations in the United States over 
the past 150 years. Today over 11,000,000 
workers are employed under some type of 
union-security · contract. The great · major
ity of the plants which h ave such union
secul'ity provisions have had few strikes. 
Employers in such plants are generally strong 
supporters of some type of union security . 
since it gives them a greater measure of 
stability in production. 

(2) The bill would limit the freedom of 
employers and employees to establish and 
maintain welfare funds. It would prescribe 
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arbitrary methods of administering them 
and rigidly limit the purposes for which 
they may be used. This is an undesirable 
intrusion by the Government into an im
portant matter which should be the subject 
of private agreement between employers 
and employees. 

(3) The bill presents the danger that em
ployers and employees might be prohibited 
from agreeing on safety provisions, rest
period rules, and many other legitimate prac
tices, since such practices may fall under the 
language defining "feather bedding." 

3. The bill would expose employers to 
numerous h azards by which. they could be 
annoyed and hampered. 

( 1) The bill would invite frequent dis
ruption of continuous plant production by 
opening up immense possibilities for ·many 
more elections, and adding new types of 
elections. The bill would invite election
eering for changes in representatives and for 
union security. This would harass employ
ers in their production efforts and would 
generate raiding and jurisdictional disputes. 
The National Labor Relations Board has been 
developing sound principles of stability on 
these mat ters. The bill would overturn 
these principles to the detriment of em
ployers. 

( 2 ) The bill would complicate the collec
tive bargaining process for employers by 
permitting-and in some cases requiring
the splitting up of stable patterns of repre
sentation. Employers would be harassed by 
having to deal with many small units. 
Labor organizations would be encouraged to 
engage in constant interunion warfare, which 
could result only in confusion. 

(3) The bill would invite unions to sue 
employers in the courts regarding the· thou
sands of minor· grievances which arise every 
day over the interpretation of bargaining 
agreements. Employers are likely to be be
sieged by a multiplicity of minor suits, since 
management necessarily must t~ke the ini
tiative in applying the terms of agreements. 
In this respect, the bill ignores the fact that 
employers and unions are in wide agreement 
that the interpretation of the provisions of 
bargatning agreements should be submitted 
to the processes of negotiation ending · in 
voluntary arbitration, under penalties pre
scribed in the agreement itself. This is one 
of the points on. which the national; labor-· 
management conference in November 1945 
placed special emphasis. In introducing
damage suits as a possible f?ubstitute for 
grievance machinery, the bill rejects -entirely 
the informed wisdom of those experienced 
in labor relations. 

(4) The bill would prevent an employer 
from freely granting a union-shop contract, 
even where he and virtually his entire work
ing force were in agreement as to its desir·a
bility. He would be required to refrain from 
agreement until the National Labor Rela
tions Board's work load permitted it to hold 
an election-in this case simply ta ratify 
an unquestioned and legitimate agreement. 

Employers, moreover, would suffer because 
the ability of unions to exercise responsibil
ity under bargaining agreements would be 
diminished. Labor organizations whose dis
ciplinary authority is weakened cannot carry 
their full share of maintaining stabiiity of 
production. 

4. The bill would deprive workers of vital 
protection which they now have UPder the 
law. 

(1) The bill would make it easier for an 
employer to get rid of employees whom he 
wanted to dischafge because they exercised 
their right of self-organization guaranteed 
by the act. It would permit an employer to 
dismiss a man on the pretext of a slight in
fraction of shop rules, even though his real 
motive was to discriminate against this em
ployee for union activity, 

(2) The blll would also put a powerful new 
weapon in the :hands of employers by per
mitting them to initiate elections at times 
strategically advantageous to them. It is 
significant that employees on economic 
strike who may have been replaced are denied 
a vote. An employer could easily thwart the 
will of his employees by raising a question 
of representation at a time when the union 
was striking over contract terms. 

(3) It would give employers the means to 
engage in endless litigati9n, draining the 
energy and resources of unions in court ac
tions, even though the particular charges 
were groundless. 

( 4) It wo~ld deprive workers of the power 
to meet the competition of goods produced 
under sweatshop conditions by permitting 
employers to halt every type of secondary 
boycott, not merely those for unjustifiable 
purposes. 

(5) It would. reduce the responsibility of 
employePs for unfair labor practices commit
ted in their behalf. The effect of the 'bill 
is to narrow unfairly employer liability· for 
antiunion acts and statements made by per:. 
sons who, in the eyes of the employees af
fected, act and speak for management, but. 
who may not be "agents". in the strict legal 
sense of that term. 

(6) At the same time it would expose unions 
to suits for acts of violence, wildcat strikes 
and other actions, none of which were au
thorized or ratified by them. By employing 
elaborate legal doctrine, the' bill applies a 
superficially similar test of responsibility for 
employers and unions- each would be re
sponsible for the acts of his "agents." But 
the pow~r of an employer to control the· acts 
of his subordinates is direct and final. 'rhis 
is radically different ·from the power of un~ 
ions to control the acts of their members
who are, after all, members of a free asso-

. ciation. 
3. The blll abounds in provisions which 

would be unduly burdensome or actually 
unworkable. , 

(1) The bill would erect an unworkable ad
ministrative structure for carrying out the 
National Labor Relations Act. The bill 
would establish, in effect, an independent 
general counsel and an independent Board. 
But it would plac~ with the Board full re
sponsibility for investigating and determin
ing election cases--over 70 percent of the 
present case load-and at the same time 
would remove from the Board the authority 
to direct and control the personnel engaged 
in carrying out t~is responsibility. 

Earlier in my speech, Mr. President, I 
pointed out what I considered to be the 
very dangerous implications of .the sec
tion of the bill which gives sweeping and 
independent powers to the general coun
sel. I said than, in effect, that I was 
pleased that the President, ~vo , had em
phasized this particular point. I wish to: 
emphasize it again. I repeat that I think 
it is highly dangerous to give to one 
mere man the tremendous power which 
this bill places at the disposal and under 
the jurisdiction of the general counsel 
of the new and revised National Labor 
Relations Board. 

The language of the section condemns 
it. I do not know where we will find this 
superman in all America to be trusted 
with the arbitrary and highly discre
tionary power to say to American work
ers and employers, "I, and I alone, will 
determine whether or not a complaint 
shall issue in this case." 

Mr. President, I have studied that sec
tion; I have tried to read it backwards 
and forwards and crosswise; I have tried 

to convince myself that I must be wrong, 
that it does not say what it seems to say; 
I have talked with other lawyers about 
it, and I am aghast that the Congress, 
within this democracy, would place such 
arbitrary and sweeping powers over the 
economic destiny of workers, and em
ployers as well. It says he shall have 
this power independent of the Board. 

Oh, I suppose a ftght could be made 
alleging in some case that he was guilty 
of gross malfeasance in office, or guilty 
of capricious and arbitrary action, the 
type of action which is brought against 
a Federal judge or other Government of
ficial sometimes; but that is not the 
point. The point is not whether by going 
around some legalistic barn we could 
find a door somewhere, and entering it, 
take away some ·of the power of this gen
eral counsel. That is not the point. The 
point the President makes is that the 
general counsel would "decide, without 
any right of appeal by employers and 
employees, whether charges were to be 
h~ard by the Board, and whether orders 
of the Board were to be referred to the 
court for enforcem·ent. By virtue of this 
unlimited authority, a single administra
t ive official might usurp the Board's re
sponsibility for establishing policy under 
the act." 

I do not see huw that conclus:on can 
be esc~ped. I think the general counsel 
is charged with the re;;ponsibifity of do
ing that very thing. We say to him, 
"You shall act independently of the 
Board.'' What right has he, under that 
language, to go to the Board and say, 
"Now, you determine what the policy· 
shall be." If he did that, Mr. President. 
in my opinion he would not be carrying 
out the · powers we specifically and un
equiv(Jcally give him in that language. 

In this country, throughout our his
tory, we have beeen surrounding public 
officials, and rightly so, with checks 
against arbitrary power. Why establish 
in this bill, Mr. President, a different 
principle? If we do, in other bills the 
precedent will be followed. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I can
not hear the speaker. 

Mr. MORSE. I have missed the Sena
tor from Indiana most of the afternoon. 
I am vety glad he has ret"Jrned. 

Mr. JENNER. -; am a nice man. 
[Laughtet.J 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from In
diana is a nice man, and I am very fond 
of him. I have worked with him on the 
Subcommittee on Veterans' Affairs of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
and he has been a splendid colleague on 
that committee. It goes to show that one" 
may agree with a colleague in the Sen
ate on some issues, and disagree with him 
on others. By and large, the Senator 
and I are pretty much in agreement in 
the Subcommittee on Veterans' Affairs. 
There are some minor differences. On 
the particular legislation we are now 
considering we are apparently poles 
apart. Nevertheless, I am very much 
complimented· whenever the Senator 
from Indiana comes on the floor while I 
am speaking-. I consider it a great per
sonal tribute. 
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I was trying to convey the thought that 
so far as the particular section of the 
bill is eoncerned to which I have just re
ferred, I think in this period of troubled 
times and conditions, internal and exter
nal, we must watch out lest the pattern 
be established in public thinking that 
these problems can be settled by some 
man, that what we need to do is to put 
the power in some individual and let him 
go to work on it, let him issue the orders, 
and let him make the decisions and 
checks, and our problems will be solved. 

I do not want to labor the point, and I 
do not want to exaggerate it, but I shall 
not run away from what I think at this 
hour in the life of America is a very defi
nite trend, that is, that there is already 
too much of a tendency in the United 
States to delegate arbitrary arid discre
tionary and capricious power over the 
welfare of all our people to mere indi
vidual men. 

I do not know where a better example 
could be found than in the section of the 
pending labor bill. Again I say, Mr. 
President, not with my vote. I shall 
never put that on my record. I do not 
propose to say to the employers of Amer
ica and to the workers of America, 
"Whether or not you have got a case 
under the new law, we will allow you the 
issuance of n. complaint on your petition 
claiming injury." It is going to be left 
up to a single individual, designated and 
empowered under the law, as the gen
eral counsel of the Board. We never 
have to worry about the strength and 
the perpetuation of our system of gov
ernment. We are always careful to sur
round the creatures of government with 
the system of checks and balances that 
characterized the very foundation on 
which our Government structure was 
built. That was not done here, and I 
am not going to be a party to it, from 
the standpoint of the interests of the 
public, employers, and of labor. 

I read further from the President's 
veto message: 

(3) It would strait-jacket the National 
Labor Relations Board's operations by a series 
of special restrictions unknown to any other 
quasi-judicial agency. After many years of 
study, the Congress adopted the Adminis
trative Procedures Act of 1946 to govern the 
operation of all quasi-judicial agencies, in
cluding the National Labor Relations Board. 
This present bill disregards the Procedures 
Act and, in many 1>espects, is directly con
trary to the spirit and letter of that act. 
Simple and time-saving procedures, already 
established and accepted as desirable by· em
ployers and employees, would be summarily 
scrapped. The Board itself, denied the pow
er of delegation, would be required to hear 

' all_ jurisdictional disputes. over work tasks. 
This single duty might require a major por
tion of the Board's time. The review func
tion within the Board, largely of a nonjudi
cial character, would be split up and assigned 
to separate staffs attached . to each Board 
member. This would lead to extensive and 
costly duplication of work and records. 

(4) The bill would require or invite Gov
ernment supervised elections in an endless 
variety of cases. Questions of the bargain-

. lng unit, of representatives, of union secu
rity, of bargaining offers, are subject to elec
tion after election, most of them completely 
unnecessary. The National Labor Relations 
Board has had difficulty conducting the num
ber of elections required under present law. 

This bill would greatly multiply ·this load. 
It would, in effect, impose upon the Board 
a 5-year backlog of election cases,~ if it han
dled them at its present rate. 

Of course, I think I should digress at 
this point to say. that we have a very 
definite responsibility also, if we are to 
handle the backlog of cases, to provide 
the Board with adequate appropriations; 
which I think means increased appro
priations, even if it were to continue 
to exercise only its present fun<.,tions. 

Under the Taft-Hartley bill, mai:ly 
questions of policy and procedure are 
to be developed, and the result ·will be 
increasing delay in handling cases, which 
means, as I see it, Mr. President, that, 
in all fairness, we are going to have to 
make substantial increases in the ap
propriations, so that they can increase 
their staff at the very beginning of op
erations, under this new act, in the in-

. terest of speed · and in the interest of 
cutting down direct action taken by 
to handle their cases expeditiously and 
without undue delay. I do not think 

· that, on the basis of the action that has 
workers against the Board for its failure 
been taken, from. an appropriation 

. standpoint, the Board can do the job 
that needs to be done, even under the 
old act, from the standpoint of reduc
ing the time that it takes a case to go 
through the procedures of the Board. 

Oh, I think this is an excellent mes
sage, Mr. President. I thought it was 

- a powerful message the first time I read 
it. I was even more greatly impressed 
with it the second time, and now, my. 
third time through, I want to say that I 
think the· American people should be 
proud of the fact that we have at the 
head of our Government a man who will 
make the penetratiilg analysis he has 
made of. a piece of major legislation of 
such a character as this, and with the 
forthrightness which characterizes the 
message, state why he thinks it is un
workable legislation and decidedly not 
in the public interest. · 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
Mr~ MORSE. For a question. 
Mr. TAYLOR. For a question only. 

I want to ask the Senator if he does not 
feel, as I stated here last night, that if 
the American people have an opporWnity 
thoroughly to become acquainted with 
President Truman's message it will cause 
a great turn-over in their feelings toward 
this misrepresented bill? 

Mr .. MORSE. l think so. I hope so. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Will the Senator yield 

for a further question? 
Mr. MOR.SE.. After I finish the sen

tence. I may say to the Senator from 
Idaho that one of the reasons which I 
have presented here several times for 
conducting the filibuster against the bill 
is that I think the American people have 
the right to have time to study the bill 
and make known their wishes to the 

· Senate before we finally vote upon it. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 

.. Senator yield for a ques·tion? 
Mr. MORSE . . I yield for a question, 

Mr. President. · 
Mr. TAYLOR. I should like to a.Sk 

the Senator from Oregon this question: 
lias it not been a rather simple matter 

heretofor-e ih the Senate to obtain agree
ments to vote at a definite time ahead on 
different pieces of legislation, with a pro
vision that we could then proceed in the 
interim and take up other legislation? 
Is it not the fact that this is the first 
time Senators have ever insisted on vot
ing immediately upon the reading of n. 
President's message? Is it ·not true that 
some Senators wanted to vote on the 
question even before the President could 
go on the air with his message, and is it 
not fw'ther true that we will probably 
reach an agreement now to vote at some 
time later, and would it not have been 
just as sensible to have reached that 
agreement in the first place? 

Mr. MORSE. I think I can answer 
all those questions in one reply. I made 
a statement today at a time when the 
Senator from Idaho was resting from 
the splendid job he did last night, when 
he made the same fight for the protec
tion of minority rights in the Senate that 
I am attempting to make by this speech. 
I have not had a chance to see the Sen
ator from Idaho since that speech. I npt 
only commend him for the fight he is 
making in this instance, but I want to 
say to him that, · despite the brickbats 
and ciiticisms we will receive from those 
who will not take the time to study the 
fundamental principles for which we are 
making this fight, he can always live 
with the record he made in this fight. 
He can know that, irrespective of what 
political fortune may bring to those of 
us who are making this type of fight in 
the Senate of the United States, at least 

. we were true to what we believed to be 
important principles affecting minority 
rights in the Senate of the United States, 
principles which ought to be protected, 
and which in our judgment were not 
being protected by the unanimous-con
sent agreement which had been re
quested. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. TAYLOR. I wish to ask the Sena

tor from Oregon if he does not agree · 
with the Senator from Idaho that he 
would rather not be a Senator than not 
be able to stand up and fight for what he 
thinks is right regardless of what the 
political consequences may be? 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Ore
gon hours · ago in his speech discussed 
that point at considerable length because 
of certain developments in his State 
since his spe~ch of June 5 on this floor, 
in which he made the very point, which 
he reiterated again today, that he thinks 
it is his primary obligation, under a rep
resentative form of government, to sit 
here in the Senate of the United States 
and exercise an honest independence of 
judgment on the merits of issues as he 
finds them here, and then make his de
cisions and take his stands on those 
issues at all times to the people of his 
State, and be willing to defend himself. 
before them and rely upon their judg
ment, whatever it may be, at election 
time as to whether he shall be returned 
or removed from the Senate. 

I think that is our primary obligation 
as representatives under our form of gov
ernment. I am perfectly willing to stand 
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on my record so far as labor legislation is 
concerned in the present session of Con
gress, and I am convinced that when the 
people of my State come to understand 
my record, criticisms will change to ap
proval. 

(5) The bill would introduce a unique 
handicap, unknown in ordinary law, upon 
the use of statements as evidence of unfair 
labor practices. An antiunion statement by 
an employer, for exl;l.mple, could not be con
sidered as evidence of motive, unless it con
tained an explicit threat of reprisal or force 
or promise of benefit. The bill would make 
lt an unfair labor practice to induce or en
courage certain type of strikes and boy
cotts, and then would forbid the National 
Labor Relations Board to consider as evi
dence views, argument, or opinion by 
which such a charge could be proved. 

( 6) The bill would require the Board 
to determine jurisdictional disputes over 
work tasks. instead of using arbitration, the 
accepted and traditional method of settling 
such disputes. In order to get its case be
fore the Board a union must indulge in a 
strike or a boycott and wait for some other 
party to allege that it had violated the law. 
If the Board's decision should favor the party 
thus forced to violate the law in order that 
its case might be heard, the Board would be 
without power over other parties to the 
dispute to whom the award might be un
acceptable. 

Oh, I think it Is a serious mistake, 
Mr. President, to place the settlement 
of jurisdictional disputes within the 
Board. I want to tell the Senate no 
more tough case can go to any officer 
functioning in an administrative law 
capacity than a jurisdictional dispute. 
On that point, Mr. President, I can 
speak with some experience. Feelings 
are tense in those cases. The issues are 
exceedingly complicated. In many such 
cases it is necessary to dig back through 
years of contracts. It is necessary to 
trace the history . of work practices and 
past practices in an industry, frequently 
10, 20, or 30 years back. When the 
arbitration of a jurisdictional dispute is 
finished the record is usually so volu
minous that by comparison it makes the 
material about my desk look like a simple 
little memorandum. F1·equently the rec
ords consist of thousands of pages. 
Usually long hearings are conducted
so far as my arbitrations were concerned, 
under a temporary work order whereby 
we could go ahead and get the job done, 
and arbitrate the merits of the dispute 
while we worked. 

The unions d~ not like that. In every 
arbitration into which they are forced, 
or which they finally agree to enter in 
connection with a jurisdictional dispute, 
they say, ••we are arbitrating away our 
very existence as a union." 

Under our procedure I cannot ask any 
questions, but it would be very interest
ing to bear the testimony of the distin
guished Senator from New York £Mr. 
Iv&sJ on the question of handling Juris
dictional disputes. He knows about the 
problems. I am willing to venture the 
suggestion that on the basis of the juris
dictional disputes which be bas seen in 
operation be would at least say, "There 
is some merit in what MoRSE says." 

As a result of my experience I can 
testify t.bat there is much merit in it. 
Many union officers are kicked out of 
their union offices at the very next elec-
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tion because of the resentment built up 
over those officers agreeing to a volun
tary arbitration contract, or by reason 
of their going into an arbitration on 
a jurisdictional dispute. They feel very 
deeply about the matter of jurisdictional 
disputes. They have no love for the 
man who decides one of them, either, 
alter it is over. They do not run to 
him with open arms and ask him to come 
b~ck and arbitrate something else. 
They are through with him. Jurisdic
tional disputes are pretty basic in labor 
relations. 

As I have said, there is no excuse for 
any economic action on the part of 
unions in settling a family quarrel be
tween themselves. I do not countenance 
it. I shall point out again momentarily 
what I propose to do about it, which is 
not done in the bill. 

The bill would allow the Board to 
decide the question. Under other pro
visions of the bill the Board could not 
begin to do within a reasonable period of 
time all the work that we are imposing 
upon it. 

We made another mistake in the bill. 
Instead of having a seven-man board, 
as I proposed-which proposal I got 
through the Senate committee and 
through this body-we came out of con
ference with a five-man board. 

What is the advantage of a seven
man board? The advantage is crystal 
clear, Mr. President. With a seven-man 
board it is possible to have two depart
ments, consisting of three members 
each, sitting week after week, function
ing on a departmentalized basis, leaving 
the seventh member of the Board to fit 
in here and· there as a relief member 
and to carry on the major administrative 
work of the Board. Such an arrange
ment would have given effective ma
chinery for breaking down the huge 
backlog of l:ases. But oh, no; for rea
sons which I cannot make out from the 
conference report, the number was re
duced from seven to five. How could 
two three-man departments be made 
from that number? If it was done in the 
interest of economy, it was a wasteful 
change, because seven members are re
quired really to operate a two-depart
ment board. It cannot be done effec
tively with a five-man board. A man 
cannot be in two places at once. More
over, if there is one place where proxy 
voting should never be tolerated, it is in 
a quasi-judicial tribunal. I shall not go 
into that question now, but I do not 
think it ought to be permitted in Sen
ate committees, either. The members 
ought to be present and hear the evi
dence before they vote. If they are not 
present to hear the entire evidence, they 
should not be allowed to vote in the 
committee. My friend the senior Sen
ator from Missouri [Mr. DONNELL] and 
I agree on that point, I think, because 
he and· I have stood together in our op
position to proxy voting in the United 
States Senate. I have told him that I 
will ~lways go along with him on any 
committee on which he and I happen to 
be serv~g together, in trying to get a 
rule through the committee that there 
shall be no voting by proxy. 

Mr. President, when it comes to the 
handling of a labor case we do not want 
any proxy voting. Therefore, with a 
five-man Board, I do not see how it 
would ba physically possible to function 
with a two-department, three-man 
board organization, because a man can
not be in two places at once and someone 
would have to exercise his proxy. That 
simply cannot be countenanced, in my 
opinion, in a judicial process. So I be
lieve it was a great mistake to reduce 
the number of members from seven to 
five. 

We gave to the Board jurisdiction over 
the troublesome jurisdictional dispute 
cases. If that is the way to enable the 
Board to make friends and influence 
people, I can think of no better way of 
weakening the prestige of the Board 
with the labor organizations which will 
come in under its jurisdiction in jurisdic
tional cases. Such a system will develop 
antagonism and loss of confidence on 
the part of the union which feels that 
basic jurisdictional rights have been 
taken away from it by some board 
decision. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, do not 
forget that whereas you and I as private 
citizens may go before .... n individual 
common-law judge in a civil court once-
and probahly never again-these labor 
people go before the Board year in and 
year out. They will not look kindly, in 
many instances, upon a board which is 
charged with the responsibility over 
jurisdictional disputes. Furthermore, I 
think it will be another cause of tre
mendous delay in the Board. Priorities 
should be given to jurisdictional disputes 
for the quickest possible determination. 
That means that in the meantime many 
other cases will have to be sidetracked. 
I think that provision will prove to be 
absolutely unworkable. Yet, I am in 
complete agreement that something 
must be done by way of procedure in the 
case of jurisdictional disputes. 

I think there is much loose thinking, 
Mr. President, in regard to the effective
ness of injunctions · in jurisdictional dis
putes. In some instances the operative 
facts {)f .the case get into a certain type 
of pattern so that a temporary injunc
tion might be of some help; but they are 
quite differen~ from the secondary-boy
cott case in which the injunction is more 
helpful. The question is, Who is .going 
to do the work? The poor employer is 
caught in between and throws up his 
hands and says, "I do not care who does 
the work; but will not someone do it? 
Will sopteone tell me how I should nego
tiate this contract? Will someone please 
tell me who ' has the right to do the 
work?" There not only have been hun
dreds of employers, but thousands of 
them who have been faced with that 
problem, and in too many cases . there is 
great economic loss to them. 

I became involved in a row last summer 
over jurisdictional disputes at Coos Bay, 
Oreg., between the A. F. of L. and the 
CIO. The fight involved the question of 
who should load and unload the vessels 
that came into that great lumber port. 
Prior to that dispute, there was being 
shipped out of that port more lumber 
than from any other port on the Pacific 
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coast. It gives some indication .of the 
importance of that port to the veterans' 
housing program, for example. 

In the latter part of June until well 
into November, not a single ship loaded a 
stick of lumber in that port; not a ship 
left that port with lumber. Lumber was 
piled high all along the docks while two 
great labor organizations participat~d in 
an absolutely inexcusable war between 
themselves as to who should do the work. 
It did not make sense. I said so, and I 
sent a telegram to Dr. John R. Steelman, 
a very good friend of mine, a man for 

· whom I have a very high respect, a man. 
who has a great record in the field of 
labor relations. He was for many· years 
the head of the Conciliation Service of 
the Department of Labor, and. in a very 
real sense was one of my tutors on this 
question of labor arbitration. He is one 

· of the close advisers to the President of 
the United States. I sent him a telegram 
asking him to call the attention of the 
President of the United States to this very 
serious jurisdictional· dispute at Coos 
Bay, and to suggest to the President that, 
in m} opinion, he should call upon the 
parties to accept an arbitrator to be ap
pointed by him or by the Secretary of 

. Labor, and one of their own choosing, to 
-arbitrat~ a settlement of that case. I 
released the telegram to the press, as I 
thought the parties were entitled to it. 
I received just the type of response that 
is always- received as the first response . 
in these jurisdictional disputes. l'hat is, 
"Why, you have suggested to the Presi
dent of the United States that we agree 
to arbitrate- the very- existence of our 
union." 

I replied to the president of that union, 
· in effect, "If you are so sure of the merits 
of your case you do not have to worry 
about the existence of your union being 
preserved under arbitration. If you have 
a case that will hold water, do not worry· 
about arbitration. But you have no right 
from the standpoint of the public in
terest to continue this economic warfare 
and cause these great losses to the vet
erans' housing program." The boys 
kicked that one around for a while. I 
know their tactics. I know their think
ing. I know that when they know they 
are "behind the eight ball'!-and they 
knew I had them "behind the eight ball" 
on that occasion-they might agree. The 
American Federation of Labor accepted 
the proposition, but . the CIO continued· 
to kick me around in the press. 

It was a little interesting to some of 
my critics who think I am the fair
haired boy of labor. If they wo.uld read 
some of my mail and observe some of 
the abuse I take by following a course 
of action in which I say to labor, when 
it is wrong, "You should be required to 
do what is right," and the same to em
ployers, they would have a little better 
understanding of my conviction that our 
only hope in the field of labor relations is 
to make clear to both employers and 
unions that they must stop turning to 
the Government to solve all their prob
lems for them and get busy around a col
lective-bargaining table in good faith and 
do some of the things for themselves. 
Many employers now want the Govern
ment to do things for them under this . 

bill, just as the President of the United 
-States so cogently points out in his grand 
message. 

In the Coos Bay case they did. not 
go to arbitration, but they finally got 
the matter worked out on a compro
mise basis for themselves, but not until 

. after great loss was suffered by the 
people of the Pnited States. Business

. men in Coos Eai will be years recovering
from the ·tosses incurred because the in

: excusable jurisdictional strike victimized 
them. It never should have been toler
ated, in my judgment, by lab_or leaders 

. if they deserve the name of industrial 
statesmen. 

I use that case as a little example, ·Mr. 
President, of my views 'as to how I think 
jurisdictionaldisputes should be handled. 
Let me tell you, Mr. President, it is not a 
mild remedy, and let me tell you that I 
know of no labor leader in the · country 
who approves of it; but that does not 
make one whit of difference to me, be
cause they are wrong, dead wrong, 100 
percent wrong in their attitude on ju
risdictional disputes. 

But, Mr. President, I have proposed 
· that procedure in the bill I have intro

duced; Senate bill 858. I have discussed . 
it in speech· after speech, not only ·here 
tn the Senate, but · all over the co1,mtry. 
I have been before labor audiences tha.t 
have hissed me when I have proposed it. 
I am used to that. Hisses do not hurt a 

, person, they simply ·reflect on those who 
hiss. It was put· in into practice on the 
War Labor Board. I have told some 
Senators that story before, but I have to 
say something to kill time, so I might as 
well repeat it. 

Of course, Mr. President, the condi 4 

tions· on the War Labor Board were very 
favorable; because we had great power. 

_Talk about arbitrary power, Mr. Presi
dent. Talk about giving to mere men 
tremendous power. We had ~t. an!i I 
never liked a moment of it. We must not 
countenance it in peacetime. As I said 
in several decisions, this is an awful 
power that we wield, in the dictionary 
sense of the term "awful." But we were 
at war, and the underlying and funda
mental principle on which we acted-as 
I said in decisions, because the parties 

· were entitled to know it-was not to give 
precise justice, we did not give it, we 
could not. Time did not permit. The 
legion of cases we had to decide almost 
instantly did not permit of that. But we 
did justice from the standpoint of equity 
and good conscience. On that principle 
we bottomed our decislpns-and the ones 

· to which I now refer are only a part of 
the decisions; they are the ones which 
were rendered tn 1942-44, before I left 
the Board. The Board was greatly en
larged after I left. I surmise that the , 
total decisions of the Board, including 
the decisions of the regional boards 
which were sustained by the so-called 
big Board in Washington, are probably 
three times that many, if not more, in 
number. 

But I said in many of those decisions 
that the parties should underst·and that 
the guiding principle of that Boafd was 
to adjudicate those cases in a manner 
which would result in the most effective. 
prosecutio:q. of the ·war. 

· Mr. President, that was ali right for 
. wartime; the- chips were down. We 
could not take the time to deal with all 
the niceties of legal theories and tech
nicalities that the parties wanted to ad
vance before us. We had a job to do, and 
we kept saying to them, "And you have 
a job to do. Your job is to get to work 

· on a friendly and cooperative basis in 
· accordance with the prirrciples of free
collective bargaining, and aid in the 

·maximum production of war materials." 
I had ·the worst job, I think,. on. the-

_Board; every one of my colleagues al
wa.Ys- admitted it. I had the hatchet job, 
the job of being the enforcement o:tllcer, 
in addition to being one of the judges 
of cases. 

Sometimes we had to be arbitrary. 
Talk about whether they would or would 
not arbitrate cases, with men dying by 
the thousands,. the world around, wear
ing our uniform. Talk about whether 
they should arbitrate a case. Well, Mr. 

· President, I did not like the role, but 
· sometimes I was very ·arbitrary. I al
ways said so on the record, because the 
parties were entitled to know that I 
knew what I was 'doing from the stand-

-point of· using · the maximum lpossible 
degree of the- war powers which were 
available to the Board. So sometimes· I 

· had to say, "All right, either arbitrate 
the dispute or we 'will take the ca-se to the 
White House with the ·recommendation 
that we· will have to seize the plant." 

Mr. President, do you think we liked 
that? This gives .me a good opportunity 
to make a statement on the record which 

· I do not. think has been officially made, 
and is long overdue-namely, that as the 
enforcement officer of the War Labor 

~ Board, - after the' Board voted in a de- . 
fiance case that there was no other course 
but seizure to recommend· to the ·Presi
dent, there was not .a single one of those 
cases in which Franklin D. Roosevelt 
did not insist that everything possible 
short of seizure be · done to get the case 
settled. He never willingly signed a sin
gle seizure order that I took to him. He 
deplored it, and he had to be convinced, 
and it took some tall c.onvincing, ·some-

-times, that there was no other course of 
action. I remember one case which had 
a little streak of humor in it, as it turned 
out, although it was not very funny to 
us at the time. It was a case dealing 
with a certain railroad. We could not 
get the railroad to accept arbitration. 
We did everything, but we could not even 
get them into a hearing, on one occasion. 
The officials of the railroad made· it per
fectly clear that .they were not going to 
arbitrate the case. It was one of our 
early defiance cases. We were working 
out the procedure and policy to be fol
lowed in those cases. Our authority was 
not too clear. I am going to read the 
Little Steel case before I close. We used 
that case thereafter as the pattern case 
in these defiance matters. 

The railroad in questfon merely said, 
in language not nearly so polite as this, 
I can assure the Senate, that we could 
just "go to," that th~y were not going 'to 
arbitrate the case, and so we had to 
take the case. to the White Ho11s.e .. · 'Vill 
Davis went with. me that night, and I 
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will never forget it. I prepared all the 
papers, had them checked with the De
partment of Justice, .and got the At
torney General's approval, and he, too. 
shook his head. He did not like it, 
either, nor did L We knew that if .a 
single employer ever got by with a suc
cessful defiance of that Board. we were 
through, and with that Board out of 
existence we knew that the country 
would lose from the standpoint of the 
machinery of the Boa,rd. the only work
able procedure available for tbe settling 
of wartime labor disputes. We knew 
also that if a union got by . witb a de
fiance of the Board, the· prestige and 
.in:fiuence and effectiveness of the Board 
would be greatly damaged. I shall have 
.something to say about that later, too. 
1 can talk more easily of this right now 
than about anything else. 

In speaking of this now,1 am directing 
attention to some very fundamental 
principles ~e should 119t forget in con
nection with the handling of labor dis
putes, this ·whole problem of getting 
away with axbitrary power in peacetime, 
such as the President talks about m his 
message. 
· We went to the White House with the 
papers. The President said be .dld not 
-tblnk it was necessary. be could not be
'iieve in the seiZing of a railroad in time 
of war in order to promote the most ef
fective. prosecution of the war. We out
lined the record to hlm, showed bim de
tlance after defiance. He finally saltt 
"WUl you sehd one more wire?" 

We said, "Ye.s, 'but it will not do any 
good. Mr .,.President.'' 

He said, "Let us try U once more. Wlre 
that you are bere at the White House. 
l prefer not_to sign tbe papers, I .sltould 
llke to have · a tlnal word from htm as 
~to whether· be 'wiil not · give a favorable 
reply to· you about arbitrating .. the dis-
pute." . _ . 

In tbis ease, as in so many cases, there 
were other J)arties watehtng what we 
did, because this was the one up against 
the gun, so -to speak. 

As I recall, tt was about 7!30 o'clook 
when the answer came back from the 
railroad, addressed to the President of 
the United states,· a 1'1-page wire, as I 
rec~ll. sent collect. The President had a 
good sense of humor about tt. He 
laughed and said. ''You win. Give me 
the pen," and he signed the papers. 

I make these statements because there 
.are forces in America who have been 
pretty unkind to Franklin D. Roosevelt 
1n regard to hts exercise of war powers 
and who have sought to give the impres
sion that he just itched to seize a plant. 
It is a falsification of that man's real 
attitude in regard to seizure cases. He 
_kq.ew the danger, he fully recognized the 
undesirability of wartime precedents of 
·seizure. He knew they had to be guard
ed. against with the greatest of care, and 
he was quite right. 

He was always putting us on the de
fensive and making us prove beyond the 
question of a doubt that there was no 
·other course of action. We took the 
railroad. and we had to hold it for the 
remainder of the war. · 

Once it became pretty clear 'that we 
were establishing a pattern and insist
ing upon carrying out the orders of the 

BOard. the task was easier. The senior 
Senator from New Jersey £.Mr. HAW.KESJ 
is present. 

He was one of my distinguished col
leagues on the Board for a time, and let 
me say to the credit of the ·Iabor and 
industry members of the Board, Mr. 
President. that even though in a spec~e 
case they would ·vote against our deci
sion-perhaps it was a deciSion against a 
union and the labor men might vote 
against it. or a decision against the em
ployer and the industry men might vote 
against it-that was not always true. 
In fact. I think the statistics show that 
at one time for about a 2-year period 
that 12-man Board. the big Board, was 
unanimous in about 85 percent of the 
eases, minus the union-security cases. 
and that is a pretty remarkable record 
for ailY ·quasi-Judicial tribunal. . 

I rEmember one case which illustrates 
my point as to bow the emplayers backed 
us up in our defiance .eases. Again . I 
think this bears out what I want to call 
attention to; that is, the complicated na
ture of the labor eases. They are not 
simple little court cases. They run the 
gamut of economic problems and busi
ness problems. 

I remember t.be fishing boat cases. 
That was not the exact title_ but it was 
a case involving fishing boats in Boston. 
Mass. The two Senators from Massa
chusetts will be interested tn this ease. 
In fact. I think the distinguished senior 
Senator from Massachusetts lMr. SAL
TONSTALLJ was probably governo.l' at the 
time. It involved a 11eet of tlshing boats, 
about 50 or more. They really were op
erated by what amounted · to an em
ployers• association or a fishing-boat 
owners• .assOciation, and they bad an in
teresting arrangement with the workers 
tn regard to how they dtvtded up the 
profits trom the take of the ftsh. They 
were having their troubles, and we heard 
them, and of oourse tn the ea;rly days of 
the Board the fight was on 3urlsdlctton. 
What right did we have to take juris
dicttoo over a. case that involved fishing 
boats running out of Boston? It was 
not an easy one to decide, but we knew 
the policy that had to be followed~ and 
that, after all, was already in wartime. 
It was impossible to distinguish between 
the cases that were affected by the war, 
so far as the prosecution of the war was 
concerned and" those that were not. But 
we were feeling our way. The advice of 
counsel and the arguments in bearing.s 
as of that time had conVinced the ma
jority of the Board that we bad to find 
some relationship between the business 
that w.as involved in the dispute and the 
war effort. I "went fishing," so to .speak, 
Mr. President, on that one. I found tbat 
they used tbe livers o! the fish for me- . 
dicinal purposes, and they were used by 
the Army and the Navy in great quanti
ties. So I said to the Board, "1 think that 
is enough" and the Board sustained me 
unanimously; so we ordered an arbitra
tion of the dispute. The employer
owners of the boat, or. rather, the .secre
tary of the employers' .association, wbo 
really had had delegated to him all the 
duties of management over the boats, 
said he would never arbitrate. We knew 
that was a very tough one. What were 

we going to do with 54 fishing boats? 
We bad beard that they were trylng to 
sell .some of them to the Maritime Com
JD.iss.ion as submarine observation boats 
and for Coast Guard duty, so we got an 
order stopping those negotiations until 
we oould get compliance with our deci
sion. Their counsel made very clear to 
us that they were going to defy, and we 
would have to take the case to the Wbite 
House. I did not want to take that case 
to the White House. I felt I could not 
see the President taking 54 fishing boats. 
He would say, "What are we going to do 

· with ,54 .fishing boats?" And I knew I 
would have to say. "Well, Mr. President. 
that is not the lmportant issue. The 
important issue is. What are we going to 
do with·the War Labor Board if it is ever 
su~uliY defied by any labor group 
or by any employer group? That is tbe 
tssue." 

I got a tip, and ran it down to get the 
real owners of the boats. I .shall not 
mention any names. but it wa.s an in
teresting ·list, on which were the names 
of two very prominent ofiic1als, and so we 
named them, along with others. I .sat 
in the board o.ffice of Roger Lapham, now 
mayor of San Francisco, and I beard him 
talk over the telephone to one of tbe 
owners ·Who bad taken great exception 
beeause of the fact that he was receiv
ing publicity, ewing to the fact that an 
association subsidiary was operating one 
of his boats. but from which he was get
ting his profits. in defiance of the war 
Labor Board.. Iapham :said, "Tomorrow 
we will take the case to the White House, 
and your name w11l be on the orders." 
He said to .l..apham, "What can we dD to 
settle the case immediately'/'' Lapham 
said. "You can accept the decision of the 
Board to arbitrate the case:• He agreed 
to get in touch with the other owners 
and within .24 hours the agreement to 
arbitrate was entered into. 

I cite these cases not only to kill time. 
but because I think they involve one 
principle which I want to emphasize in 
connection with these jurisdictional dis
putes, and that is, that when the parties 
reach such loggerheads they simply can
not as two unions negotiate a settlement 
between them tben they c.we it t() the 
employer concerned, whose livelihood, 
whose eeonomic well-being, after all, is 
determinative of economic well-being of 
the unions too-they owe it to the em
ployer and they owe it to all the rest of 
us, the public. to agree to enter into vol
untary arbitration of such disputes, and 
the great labor organizations of the 
country should have an agreed upon arbi
tration procedure, and a tribunal of their 
own selection to .settle their disputes. 
That trend is current; there is more of 
that than there was a few years ago. I 
think one of the valuable contributions 
the War Labor Board made was that it 
succeeded in giving great impetus to vol
untary arbitration agreements. I think 
an analysis of the record v1ill show that 
through the good offic€s of the Boar~ 
and particularly the regional boards, a. 
great many such agreements were en
tered into during the war and carried 
over after the war. They had voluntary 
arbitration clauses in them. That is the 
perfect way. that iB the. best way, that is 
the desirable way. ~be :$64 question, 



7460 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE JUNE 20 
Mr. President is, What are we going to 
do when they wiil not agree to volun
tarily arbitrate? We, the public, and 
the employer should not have to take it 
on the economic chin, merely because 
unions in jurisdictional disputes lack the 
foresight and the statesmanship indus
trially to work out peaceful procedure 
for settlement short of strike action. So 
there comes a time, Mr. President, when 
all voluntary procedures break down, 
and there is still a dominant public in
terest that needs protection. 

It is my view, and I have said it many 
times, that under those circumstances 
any government that deserve~ the name 
"Government" and can be trusted with 
the rights and freedoms and liberties of 
its people owes the duty to its people to 
step in by co~pulsion o~ governmen~ to 
the ~xtent that it can . be helpful and. 
successful in the vo:untary settlement of 
such disputes and insist upon a compul
sory determination of the issues. 

No one dislikes compulsory arbitration 
more than I do. No one could be more 
opposed to it in disputes between em
ployers and workers than I a.m. 'J'hat is 
why I have said to employers and labor 
unions innumerable times, "Do not sup.; 
port compulsory-arbitration tribunals for 
the settlement of disputes over wages, 
hours, and conditions of employment 
under any plausible bill, I do not care 
how innocently worded, that seeks to 
offer YQU a Utopia by w.aY of com~ulsory 
arbitration, l;>ecause if YQU go for. it ·you 
will lose your economic shirt." · 

Why? Because, Mr. President; when 
to an arbitrator, or to a board of arbi
tration, or to a court of arbitration, by 
legal authority 'and sanction, is given the 
power to determine what wages ihall be 
paid and under what conditions Ameri
can . workers shall work and receive 
wages, what policies the employer shall 
follow, what production methods he shall 
use-when that power is given to an 
arbitrator functioning under the author
ity of compulsory arbitration in disputes 
between workers and employers, there 
has been put into operation the most 
effective instrumentality for taking over 
the economy of the country by govern
ment. That is why I am opposed to it. 
Set up a compulsory-arbitration tribunal 
to determine wages, hours, and condi
tions of employment, Mr. President, and 
there has been set up an agency which 
will take away from both employers and 
workers the precious thing we call a 
private-property economy in this coun
try, because the private property will be 
used only in accordance with the dictates 
of such a tribunal. · 

There is a strong movement in Amer
ica for that. That movement must be 
watched. Again, it may be said a plaus
ible case can be made out for it. It is 
a short cut to the job of working out by 
free collective bargaining the complex 
disputes between workers and employers, 
but it is dangerous. I cannot begin to 
emphasize sufficiently how dangerous I 
think it is. It can lead to a modified 
form of totalitarianism in this country. 
It can lead to a type of economic fascism. 
The greatest feeling of comfort that I 
have in regard to it, Mr. President, is that 
there really is little danger of it going too 
far in thiS country because it will not 

work. The parties will soon become sick 
and tired of it. 

It may be said, "How in the name of 
consistency and logic can you argue so 
strongly against compulsory arbitration 
in determining questions of wages and 
hours and conditions of employment, 
and then answer the $64 question as to 
what you are going to do with juris
dictional disputes by saying, 'Well, if all 
these voluntary procedures will not work, 
my final proposal is that the parties must 
by operation of law be required to sub
mit their disputes to compulsory arbitra
tion'"? The two situations cannot, in 
all respects, be distinguished. I think 
that has to be frankly admitted. But 
there are such differences as I believe 
make them clearly distinguishable and 
throw the 'balance in favor of my pro
posal for compulsory arbitration of juris
dictional disputes in contrast with what 
l think is the unworkable proposal con
tained in the pending labor bill. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the- junior Sen
ator from Oregon, without losing the 
:floor, may be permitted to yield to me 
for the purpose of submitting a unani
mous-consent request for fixing the time 
to vote upon the pending measure. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there - objection to the preliminary .re
quest . made by the Senator from Ne
braska? The Chair hears none. 

The Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, with

out making a speech on the whys or 
wherefores of ·a proposal, I immediately 
submit to Members of the Senate the 
unanimous consent request that the Sen
ate vote upon the pending measure at 
the hour of 3 o'clock on Monday, J'une 
23; that upon the convening of the Sen
ate at 12 o'clock, and between that hour 
and 3 o'clock, p. m., the time be equally 
divided between the proponents and the 
opponents of the bill, the time to be con
trolled on behalf of the proponents by 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] and 
on behalf of the opponents by the Sen
ator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER). 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? . 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I will say 
frankly to the Senator from Nebraska 
that personally I would prefer to fix 
the hour at 5 o'clock instead of 3 o'clock, 
for reasons which I have explained to 
the Senator from Nebraska.. However, 
inasmuch as yesterday I myself made 
the proposal for a unanimous consent 
agreement to vote at 3 o'clock on Mon
day, I shall not object. I cannot speak 

· for any other Senator. Frankly, still 
under the reservation, I hope that we 
may be able to make the agreement. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen
ator from Nebraska? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

The unanimous-consent agreement as 
entered into was reduced to writing as 
follows: 

Ordered, That on the t:alendar day of Mon
day, June 23·, 1947, ·at the hour of 3 p. m., 
the Senate proceed to vote, without further 

debate, upon the question, Shall the blll 
H. R. 3020, the Labor Management Relations 
Act, 1947, pass, the objections of the Presi
dent of the United· States to the contrary 
notwithstanding? 

Ordered further, That the time intervening 
between the meeting of the Senate and the 
said hour of 3 o'clock on said day be equally 
divided between the proponents and the op
ponents of the bill, to be controlled, respec
tively, by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] 
and the Senator from Fl'orida [Mr. PEPPER]. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon. I wish to say that it is our in
tention to continue in session, because 
there are three or four speeches yet to 
be delivered in the Senate this afternoon, 
all of them of deep importance. Be
cause we have the unanimous-consent 
request, that dp~s not mean t!)at we 
should not give these speeches our full
est consideration. • 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield to me to 
propound a question--

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Pre·sident, I am 
very happy to· yield the :floor. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, l 
wanted to ask the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. WHERRY], the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. WHITE], or both of them~ 
whether~ in view of this agreement, it is 
the 'intention to ·try to hold the Senate 
in session late. tonight. . 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I defer 
to the Senator from· Nebr~ska, who has 
conducted the negotiations Up to this 
time. . _ 

Mr. WHERRY. cMr. President, it is 
not our intention to remain in session 
any longer than is asked by Members of 
the Senate: n · is· 'certainly not our in~ 
tention .to hold the Senate" in session 
later than · midnight ih any event. 
There will be no session tomorrow, 
Sunday. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am 
sure that aU of us would like to give con
sideration to the desire of Senators who 
h~ve expected to ·address tnemselves to 
the Senate on this· subject. There ·are 
several Senators now in the Chamber 
who had anticipated addressing the Sen
ate this afternoon. The time on Mon
day to be divided between the propo
nents and the opponents will be. limited, 
and I think Senators would like to be 
courteous to their colleagues by giving 
them an opportunity to speak at their 
pleasure. 

Mr. BARKLEY. ·Mr. President, I 
thoroughly agree with the Senator. My 
inquiry was prompted by the desire to 
know, if possible, within some reasonable 
liniitation, how long it was expected to 
hold the Senate in session tonight. -

Mr. WHERRY. The only limitation I 
can indicate without further consulta
tion is that the session will not be ex
tended beyond midnight. 

Mr. BARKLEY. But the Senator 
hopes that it will not be extended that 
long. 

Mr. WHERRY. I certainly do. 
Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I think 

the Senator from Nebraska has clearly 
stated the sentiment on this side. It 
is felt that Senators who have speeches 
·Which they wish to deliver on this gen
eral subject matter should have a rea-
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sonable opportunity ·this afternoon; but 
it is also very definitely the hope on this 
side that at some reasonable hour we 
·may take a recess until Monday. 

Mr. BARKLEY; I am sure that that 
is as definite a statement as I can get. 

THE BREAKING OF FILIBUSTERs
ARTICLE BY SENATOR MORSE 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I had 
intended to read this article on the floor 
of the Senate. However, in view of the 
agreement which has been reached, I 
shall merely ask to have it printed in the 
body of the RECORD. ' 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point as a 
part of my remarks an article appearing 
in Collier's magazine for June 15, 1946, 
entitled "How.To Bust a Filibuster," the 
author being the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon. [Mr. MoRSE]. · I shall read 
the few lines which precede the article 
in Collier's magazine: · 

In this article Senator MoRSE issues a call 
to battle against dictatorship in Congress. 
He has evolved a plan based on parliamentary 
procedures which offers hope to all legislators 
who have fumed while the activities of Con
gress were stopped by Senators who wear 

· down the majority by reading for days from 
cookbooks and telephone directories. These 
minorities, ~ho on occasion can subvert the 
will of the majority, must lose their power if 
democracy is to be returned to Congress, 
Senator MoRSE holds. His plan, which is 
aimed at both the filibuster in the Senate 
and the Rules Committee in the House, may 
be successful ·lf he can muster sufficient con
gressional support. 

The article follows, and I ask unani
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

r -· • There being no objection, the· article 
was ordereci to be printed in the RECORD, 

. as follows:· · 
[From Collier's Magazine of June 15, 1946] 

How To BUST A FILmUSTER · 
(In this article Senator MoRSE issues a call 

· to battle against dictatorship in Congress. 
He has evolved a plan based on parliamen-

. tary procedures which offers hope to all leg
islators who have fumed while the activities 
of Congress were stopped by Senators who 
wear down the majority by reading for days 
from cookbooks and telephone directories. 
These minorities, who on occasion can sub
vert the will of .the majority, must lose their 

· power if democracy is to be returned to Con
gress, Senator MoRSE holds. His plan, which 
is aimed at both the· filibuster in the Senate 
and the Rules Committee in the House, may 
be successful if he can muster sufficient con
gressional support.) 

On the floor of tlie Senate a small band of 
willful men had been holding up Senate 
action on a bill to promote equal employment 
opportunity for all Americans, regardless of 
race, religion, or color. A clear-cut ma
jority of the Senate favored the principles 
of the bill. President Truman, on behalf of 
the Democrats~ had askEd for the legislation. 
The Republican Party platforni of 1944 had 
pledged itself to the principles of the meas
ure. Nevertheless, a group of southern Dem
ocrats had banded together to talk the bill to 
death. Hearing it, a young veteran burst 
out to me: 

"But, Senator, it's dictatorship." 
The air in the Senate was fervid with ora

tory. Senator WALLACE WHITE, Of Maine, the 
Republican leader, defended the 1Uibuster, 
although not a party to it, by stating that: 

·"There may be times and circumstances in 
Which minorities can in one Way alone B_UC• 

cessftilly resist the power of .a temporary ma
jority." 

My veteran friend was bewildered. "If the 
Senate's rules allow a minority to control 
it," he asked, "where's d·emocracy in Con
gress?" . And if we don't have democracy il'l 
Congress, how can we preserve democracy in 
the United States? 

Millions of people are asking these same 
questions. Not only because they have wit
nessed the disgraceful spectacle of filibuster
ing in the Senate, but also because in the 
House of Representatives they have seen the 
principle of majority rule stifled by the small 
rut powerful Rules Committee. 

It is common knowledge that 7 members 
of this 12-man committee wield what 
amounts to dictatorial power over the entire 
House. These men have tinie and time again 
prevented important measures from be~ng 
properly considered in debate by the House 
as a whole, or even from reaching the House 
fioor. 

· The theory behind the Rules Committee is 
that it should act as a traffic director on the 
legislative highway. In actual fact, the com
mittee has become an obstruction _to orderly 
traffic. Like fuedal barons who levied a toll 
upon those who used their roads, the com
mittee often allows bills to came before the 
House only on the condition that certain 
amendments be written into them. It fre
quently usurps the functions of the regular 
legislative committees by conducting hear
ings on bills that already have been carefully 
studied by the proper legislative committee 
confining itself, as it should, to questions of 
procedure. 

UNFAm CONTROL OF LEGISLATION 

There have been notable occasions when 
the Rules Committee, in effect, has originated 

' legislation, although it was never contem
plated that it' should exercise this privilege. 
Recently, it will be recalled, th~ House Labor 
Committee approved the kind of ·bill it 
tho:ught would contribute to labor peace. 
But a majority of the .Rules Committee favor
ed the Case bill, which the legislative , com
mittee had rejected. So it ruled that , the 
case bill be considered by the House rather 
than the Labor Committee's bill. 

· The job of the Rules Committee is to report 
· to the House, in conjunction with a bill, a 
resolution setting the terms of debate upon 
the measure. Often the committe~ blocks 
the legislative road completely by failing to 
give a bili the right of way to the House floor 

· under any rule of debate. Sometimes the 
committee works its will upon the entire 
House membership by imposing· "gag rules" 
that restrict the time allowed for debate and 
the circumstances under which amendments 
may be offered. · 

There is no hope for government by the 
majority in Congress until the rules are thor
oughly overhauled to free the House and the 
.Senate from the legislative tyranny of a will
ful minority in either branch. These two in-

. fections of the body politic--:-the powers of 
the Rules Committee and the filibuster-are 
sources of intolerance and reaction. The 
Rules Committee must be- assigned its origi
nal role of traffic direcfur for- House bills, and 
the Senate must adopt rules empowering a 
majority to end a filibuster. 

It must be made clear tC' the voters that 
their substantive rights in the passage of all 

· sound legislation needed in the interests of 
the general welfare cannot be separated :trom 
their procedural rights in attaining passage 
of such legislation. The people must be 
made to realize that the archaic rules of 
Congress permit self-seeking minority blocs 
to defeat legislation the people want without 
letting it come to a vote. . 

Most writers dip their pens in despair when 
they attempt to make suggestions for rem
edying these two evils. They point out that 
any resolution to reform the House Rules 
Committee would be l'eferred to that com-

. mittee itselt-v;hich group could be expected 

to protect its dictatorship b:' qUietly filling 
the proposal. 

They call attention to the fact that the 
rules of the Senate have been carefully de
vised to protect the filibuster. A third plus 
one of the Senators can now prevent clo
ture-put a limit on the length of time a 
Senator may talk-thereby allowing a filibus
ter to continue until the legislation against 
which it is directed has been withdrawn or 
emasculated. Thus most critics say it is al
most hopeless to propose a resolution to elim
inate ti;te filibuster because the proposal it
self would be su'J?ject to the filibuster 
technique. 

The Senate has a Rules Committee, too. 
Although it does not have the sweeping pow
ers possessed by the House Rules Committee, 
it does have jurisdiction over any proposal to 
change the rules and procedures of the Sen
ate. Judging from the past, this committee 
could be counted upon to bury alive any pro
posal referred to it which seeks to reform the 
procedures of th~ Senate in the interest of 
majority rule. 

EXAMPLE IN SELF-DEFENSE 

A good example of the way the Rules Com
mittees of both Houses protect what they be
lieve to be their vested interests is the ac
tion which they took in passinr upon the 
resolution setting up the La Follette-Mon
roney committee to make recommendations 
for the reorganization of Congress. 

Since early 1945 this committee has been 
making ~~n exhaustive study of various pro
posals for the reorganization of Congress, and 
it recently submitted a splendid report on the 
subject. 

· However, althougr the report presents 
sound ·proposals for reorganizing most other 
congressional committees, it makes no rec
ommendations whatsoever in regard to the 
House Rules Committee, and says nothing 

' about the colossal waste of congressional 
time occasioned by the filibuster. The omis
sions are startling, but no fault of the La 
Follette-Monroney committee. 

· The resolution tha.t set it up was rewritten 
by Senate and House Rules Committees spe
cifically to prohibit the special committee 
from making "ahy recommendatio-ns with 
respect to the rules, parliamentary proce
dures, practice's, and/or precedents of either 
House." 

But th~ problem is ~ot as hope~ess as the 
experts seem to think it is, provided enough 
Members · of ' the Congress have the will to 
make the fight~ The situation calls for a 
two-front attack in both Houses of Congress. 

· The time to· att'ack is on the first day of the 
new Congress next January. 

On the first day of a · new Congress the 
House adopts the rules that will guide it for 
~he next 2 years.. Usually the rules of ~he 
last Congress are !iCCepted without change, 

.-by a routine motion. But that need not be 
the case. During that brief period on the 
opening day between the time that the 
Speaker of the House opens the session of 
the new Congress and the time when the 
House passes a motion adopting the rules 
of its previous session with whatever changes 
it may wish to authorize, the Rules Com
mittee is temporarily stripped of power. 

Hence it is at this time that the propo
nents of majority rule must strike their 
blows against the dictatorship of the com
mittee. They must be prepared to offer at 
precisely the right mcment an amendment 
to the rules depriving the committee of its 
broad powers over legislation, limiting it to 
the task of directing legislative tramc on the 
House floor. 

This proposal would become pending bust
ness of the House, open to full debate on 
the floor and not subject to reference to the 
Rules Committee. The change~ would be
come effective if approved by a majority of 
the House • 
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If the majority of the Members of the new 

Cong.·ess elected next November really want 
to establish majority rule in the House and 
be freed from the dictatorial domination of 
the Rules Committee, let them stan~ up and 
be counted on the opening day of the new 
session. 

A similar fight for ~emocracy should be 
waged in the Senate on the first day of the 
next session of Congress. On that day all 
Senators who believe in the establishment of 
majority rule in the Senate shc:mld support 
a resolution aimed at preventing any future 
filibusters. By a majority vote such a reso
lution can be made the subject of Senate 
business and disposed of without reference 
to committee. There is little doubt, of 
course, that the introduction of such a reso
lution will be vigorously opposed by the de
fenders of the filibuster. The sponsors of 
Senate rule by the minority already have 
made themselves clear. During the recent 
FEPC filibuster, Democratic Senator TYDINGS 
of Maryland stated: "The rule of the ma
jority. The rule of votes. Majority to 
Hades • • •. Let us not fool ourselves 
with the silly thought that majorities are 
always right." 

Democratic- Senator RussELL, of Georgia, 
rejected the idea of "a. pure democracy, where 
every man's vote would be counted on every 
issue,'' and then later referred to the flli
buster as a "bulwark against oppression by a 
mere popular majority." 

WILL USE OBSTRUCTIVE TACTICS 
It is clear that these Senators will wage 

a last-ditch fight against antifilibuster legis
lation with their customary weapon, the fill
buster. However, a filibuster can be de
feated. The recent FEPC filibuster could 
have been broken if a serious attempt to do 
so had been made by the Democratic Sen
ators. 

At that time the Democratic majority in 
the Senate, supported by many Republicans, 
recessed the Senate between 4 and 6 o'clock 
each afternoon during the filibuster; and on 
Friday afternoons recessed until each fol
lowing Monday at noon. The Democratic 
administration made public statements 1n 
support of the FEPC, but took no effective 
action against the filibuster. No Demo
cratic Senator and only a few Republican 
Senators were willing to join in my sugges
tion at that time to hold the Senate in con
tinuous session for 24 hours a day for as 
many days, weeks, and months as might be 
necessary to break it. An opportunity to 
establish, once and for all, majority rule in 
the Senate was passed up. It should not 
happen again. 

Under the filibuster, with all its insidious 
effrontery, the principle of rul.e by a major
ity 1s denied the people in the determination 
of congressional policy. I do not say that 
the majori·ty is always right; but I do say 
that under our form of representative gov
ernment a minority of Senators should not 
be permitted, by means of the filibuster, to 
block legislation favored by the majority. 
If ·the majority passes legislation which the 
people of the country do not favor, it must 
answer to the voters of the country for 
their action on that legislation, and the vot
ers will then have a chance to send men 
to the Senate ·under instructions to repeal 
any legislation that the people do not want. 

There is no way to smash a filibuster but 
to exhaust the filibusterers by forcing them 
to speak day after day for 24 hours a day. 

In a very real sense a filib~ter is an en
durance test. If a majority of the Senators 
really want to free themselves from the 
dictates of a willful minority, they must be 
wllllng to take the time and undergo the 
physical strain that may be necessary to 
abolish once and for all the filibuster trav-
esty. . 

If a majority of the present Senate really 
doesn't want to make that fight, then the 

voters should start finding it out in the 
1946 elections. They should see to it that 
tney send back to the Senate men pledged 
to make that fight. For my part, I am 
determined that the fight shall be made. 

•But it cannot be made without the assistance 
of Senators in both parties. It will not be 
a pleasant fight. But with demonstrated 
public backing, it undoubtedly would end 
quickly. 

FOR THE DIGNITY OF THE SENATE 
When continous sessions were proposed 

as the only effective method of beating the 
recent FEPC filibuster, the criticism was 
made that the procedure was beneath the 
dignity of Senators. That, of course, was 
pure nonsense. Nothing could be more un
dignified than the manner in which the 
Senate record is disgraced with long-winded 
ranting and meaningless talk during a fili
buster. My proposal for continuous sessions 
of the Senate has been criticized as too 
dramatic. That argument is without weight. 
It is highly important that this issue be 
fully dramatized in order to impress upon 
the American people its vital importance 
to their legislative rights. 

There are two reasons why it is lmpor-
. tant that the fight to pass an antifilibuster 
resolution should be. waged at the begin
ning of the next session of Congress: First, 
it should be conducted concurrently with 

. the fight to establish majority rule in the 
House in order that public attention may 
be focused on the same basic issue; namely, 
the need of democracy in both Houses of 
Congress. 

Second, if the resolution is followed by 
a :ftlibuster, it will not hold up any other 
legislation, since none will be ready for 
Senate action. It would be very difilcult to 
break a filibuster near the close of a ses
sion, because the unity of action required 
on the part of Senators is difftcult to obtain 
when so many o- them are anxious to recess 
and go home. It is likewise difftcult to wage 
a successful fight against a filibuster in 
the middle of a session, since the argument 
is always made that taking the time to de
feat a filibuster blocks action on other legis
lation vital to the welfare of the country. 

One rule in political strate'gy, as in boxing, 
is Jl!'lVer ~o telegraph your punches. But this 
fight involves more than political strategy. 
This is a fight to establish the people's rights 
to democratic procedures in their Congress, 
and it is important that the people them
selves should become understanding partici
pants. Everyone shGUld know months ahead 
of time that January 7, 1947, or whatever 
day Congress reopens will be D-day on 
Capitol Hill-Democracy Day for reasserting 
and reestablishing majority rule 1n the Con
gress of the United States; Duty Day for 
all Members of Congress to restore repre
sentative government to the legislative 
processes of Oongress. 

If majority rule is to characterize the pro
cedures of Congress, the voters of this coun
try must make that clear to congressional 
candidates in November. Either we are going 
to reef!tablish the principle of majority rule 
in our Congress or we are going to continue 
to drift into government by minority in
terests and bloc pressures. This is another 
test of liberalism versus reactionism. 

It is important that the American people 
recognize that our form of government can 
protect their rights only so long as they keep 
it strong and effective. Representative gov
ernment is not a machine that works auto
matically. It is but a set of rules and ptinci
ples which the people by their own consent 
have decreed shall be binding upon their 
own conduct. These principles cannot work 
unless they are administered by men and 
women responsive to the will of the voters 
who elected them. 

The people must be ever watchful against 
institutions, like the filibuster and powers 

of the House Rules Committee, which per
mit · the perversion of free government by 
self-seeking men. If the people relax their 
vigilance, they may lose the fruits of democ
racy whi<:h promote the greatest good for the 
greatest number within the· framework of 
our private-property economy. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

. A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed a bill <H. R. 3444) to 
amend section 251 of the Internal Reve
nue Code, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. --
HEARINGS OF SUBCOMMI'ITEE ON GOV-

ERNMENT CORPORATIONS APPROPRIA
TIONS 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
wish to announce the program of the 
hearings for the Sen,ate subcommittee on 
the Government corporations appropria
tion bill. The schedule for hearing the · 
various agencies is as follows: 

Tuesday, June 24, 2 p. m.: Panama 
Canal, followed by the Export-Import 
Bank and the Inter-American Affairs 
and Inter-American Educational Foun
dation . 

Wednesday, June 25, 2 p. m.: Ten
nessee Valley Authority. 

Thursday, June 26, 9:30 a. m. and at 
2 p. m., if necessary: National Housing 
Administration and constituent agen
cies. 

Friday, June 27, 9:30 a. m.: Federal 
Farm Mortgage Corporation, followed by 
Federal Intermediate Credit Bank, Pro
duction Credit Corporation, Regional 
Agriculture Credit Corporation and Fed
eral Prison Industries, Inc. 
NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR 

AE'RONAUTICS 

The PRESIDENT pro ·tempore laid be
fore the Senate a letter from the Chair
man of the National Advisory Commit
tee for Aeronautics transmitting a draft 
of proposed legislation to prcmote the 
national defense by increasing the mem
bership of the National Advisory Com
mittee for Aeronautics <with an accom
panying paper); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

PETITION 

Mr. PEPPER presented a resolution of 
the Senate of the State of Florida, which 
was referred to the Committee on Public 
Lands, and, under the rule, ordered t.o be 
printed in the REcORD, as follows: 

Senate Resolution 14 
Resolution by the Senate of the State of 

· Florida requesting the Congress of the 
United States of America to enact into 
law immediately the necessary legislation 
requiring the Forest Service of the United 
States Department of Agriculture or any 
other governmental agency having title 
thereto, to sell or exchange certain lands 
in the Apalachicola National Forest 
Whereas the Apalachicola National Forest 

has within its boundary approximately 55 
percent of the total acreage of Liberty 
County, Fla., and practically all of the lands 
that are suitable for agricultural and im
proved pasture purposes; and 

Whereas it is absolutely impossible for 
any progress to be made in the agricultural 
and livestock industry, or any other industry 
in this entire area due to the fact the Gov
ernment will not sell or otherwise dispose 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-S-ENATE 7463 
of any of its fertlle lands in the. Apalachi- one individual, firm, or private corporation, 
cola National Forest; and . at a price not to exceed the original purchase 

Whereas the United States procUred the price which the United States Government 
lands in question approxtm.ately 10 years paid for such lands as hereinafter described 
ago from large landowners at a price of from in the Apalachicola National Forest, to wit: 
•1 to $2.75 per acre; and All that part of the Apalachicola National 

Whereas this property has never at any Forest in Liberty County, Fla., that is south 
time been made available to the citizen of and west of the following line: Begin at the 
small or average means for the development northwest corner of section 4 of township 3 
of farms or improved pastures; and south, range 8 west, and run east to the 

Whereas this land in question has always northeast corner of section 1 of township 3 
been sold in large blocks, which prohibited south, range 8 west; thence run south on the 
the average citizen from acquiring the same range line between ranges 7 and 8 west to the 
and the development of farms and pastures southeast corner of section 12 of township 5 
were thereby prevented; and south, range 8 west; thence run east to the 

Whereas the United States Forest Service northeast corner of section 17 of township 5 
has sold and permitted to be cut and re- south, range 7 west; thence run south to the 
moved from the lands in question a suffi.cient Liberty-Franklin county line . . 
amount of merchantable saw timber,-pulp- All that part of the Apalachicola National 
wood, tar wood, etc., to more than reimburse Forest that is now in Franklin County, Fla., 
the Government for the original purchase however, a bill has been introduced in the 
price, plus all improvements; and 1947 session of the Florida legislature to 

Whereas a considerable amount of these put it into Liberty County, Fla., that is west 
lands are ideal for growing tobacco, sugar- of the following line: Begin at the one-half 
cane, potatoes, corn, beans, and many other section line between sections 29 and 30 of 
general agricultural products, also ideal for township 5 south, range 7 west, and run south 
improved pastures for cattle; and along the east line of sections 30 and 31 of 

Whereas during the 1947 session of .the township 5 south, range 7 west, and sections 
Florida Legislature the adjoining counties of 6• 7• 18• 19• and 30 of township 6 south, range 7 west, to the southeast corner of said sec
Gadsden and Leon passed a local no-fence tion 30 of township 6 south, range 7 west; 
law; and thence run west along the south line of sec-

Whereas it is obvious to the members of tion 30 of township 6 south, range 7 west, to 
the Senate of the State of Florida, also to a poin.t where Fort Gadsden Creek intersects 
the general public of Florida, that in the th th 1· 
very near future the State of Florida will e sou me of section SO of township 6 south, range 7 west, thence run down the 
have what is known as a State-wide no- center of Fort Gadsden creek in a meander
fence law; and ing westerly direction to the center of the 

Whereas all livestock will have to be placed mouth of Fort Gadsden Creek. 
under fence, and within the area of the 2. That a certified copy of this resolution 
Apalachicola National Forest which includes be transmitted to each of the following: Bon. 
practically all the lands in the SOUth half CLAUDE PEPPER and Hon. SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, 
of Liberty County, there will be no lands both United States Senators from Florida, 
owned by individuals, and it will become and the Honorable BOB SIKES, Member of the 
necessary that the many thousands of cattle, House of Representatives of the United states 
hogs, etc., now in the area will have to be from the Third District of Florida. 
disposed of as there wlll be no lands avall-
able upon which to graze cattle; and REPORT OF A COMMITI'EE 

Whereas the financial structure of Liberty Mr. BALDWIN, from the Committee 
County and Wakulla Comity, Fla., need addi- on C~vil Service, to which was referred 
tiona! Ianda for tax purposes as well as for . 
development and progress within the .area the bill <S. 203) to increase the equip-
which will give the counties tn question a ment maintenance of rural carriers 2 
balanced economy, and as long as the areas cents per mile per day traveled by each 
that are suitable for development are owned rural carrier for a period of 3 years, and 
by the Federal Government and cannot be for other purposes, reported it with 
used for any purpose toward the develop- amendments, and submitted a report 
ment of the area, the counties wtll never (No. 337) thereon. 
make any progress and development; and 

Whereas it is the expressed desire and ur- Bn.LS INTRODUCED 
sent request of the citizens in the area that Bills were introduced, read t.he first 
United States Senator CLAUDE PEPPER, United t' 

. states Senator SPESSARD L. HoLLAND, and Rep~ Ime, a~d by unanimous consent, the 
resentative BoB SIKES, of the Third Congres- second time, and referred as follows: 
sional District of Florida, recognize the de- By Mr. TYDINGS: . 
plorable conditions now confronting their · S. 1488. A bill for the relief of Louisa B. 
constituency in this area, and take imme- , sank; to the Committee on the District of 
diate action to comply fully with the provl- Columbia. 
sions contained in this resolution by intra- By Mr. MAYBANK: 
ducing and enacting into law at the earliest 8.1489. A bill to renew and extend cerWn 
possible date the necessary legislation to letters patent; to the Committee on tne 
meet the objective: Now, therefore, he it Judiciary. 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of By Mr. BALDWIN (by request): 
FZoricla: S. 1490. A bill to transfer the Panama RaU-

l. That the Congress of the United states road pension fund to the civil service retire
be requested to pass the necessary legislation ment and disabllity fund, and for other pur
requiring the Forest Service of the United poses; to the Committee on Civil Service. 
States Department of Agriculture or any HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
other governmental agency having title to 
said lands, to sell or exchange said lands to The bill (H. R. 3444) to amend section 
and with individuals, firms, or corporations, 251 'of the Internal Revenue Code was 
however, only to such applicants as may be read twice by its title and referred to the 
approved by a committee which shall consist Committee on Finance. 
of three members, namely, the clerk of the 
circuit court of the county in which the lands ADDRESS BY SENATOR TAFT ON VETO OF 
are located, one member of the board of LABOR RELATIONS ACT 
county commissioners in which commission- [Mr. BALL asked and obtained leave to 
er's district the lands are located, and the have printed in the RECORD a radio address 
State senator of the fifth senatorial district delivered by ·senator TAFT on the veto of the 
of Florida, any acreage from 1 acre to 2,560 Labor Relations Act on June 20, 1947, which 
acres, but not to exceed 2,560 acres to any appears in the Appendix.] 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF CLAYTON. 
ACT-ADDRESS BY ED. WIMMER 

[Mr. O'MAHONEY asked and obtained 
leave to have printed in the REcoRD a radio 
address relating to the bill to amend the 
Clayton antitrust law by Mr. Ed. Wimmer, 
vice president of the National Federation of 
Small Business and editor of -Forward, 
~erica, w~ich appears in the Appendix.] 

LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONs
VETO MESSAGE 

The Senate resumed the reconsidera
tion of the bill <H. R. 3020) to prescribe 
fair and equitable rules of conduct to be 
observed by labor and management in 
their relations with one another which 
affect commerce, to protect the rights 
of individual workers in their relations 
with labor organizations whose activities 
affect commerce, to recognize the para
mount public interest in labor disputes 
affecting commerce that endanger the 
public health, safety, or welfare, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 
to join my distinguished colleagues in 
congratulating our President upon his 
carefully studied and courageous action 
in vetoing the Taft-Hartley bill. Every 
line of his able message breathes a spirit 
of fairness to employers and employees 
and a genuine concern for the economic 
and social future of our country. 

During the debates on the Taft-Hartley 
bill, we .have had frequent occasion to 
turn to two other able Presidential state
ments touching labor: His veto message 
returning the Case bill in 1946 and. his 
state of the Union message of January 
6 of this year. In those documents the 
President outlined, and now repeats, a 
program of labor-management relations 
which has won the confidence of and 
will continue to commend itself t~. the 
country. 

The people know that the President is 
not a partisan in labor matters. He 
speaks in the name of the whole of the 
American people. I am confident that 
the rank and file of our citizens who have 
not had the President's opportunity to 
study this bill will pe gUided by his views. 

Time has now elapsed, since passage 
of this measure, for a maturer view to 
make itself felt. On June 13 I placed· in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a statement 
of the National Catholic Welfare Con
ference, an important religious, and cer
tainly impartial, body, which said: 

The Taft-Hartley bill does little or nothing 
to encourage labor-management cooperation. 
On the contrary, it approaches the compl1-
cated problem of industrial relations from a 
narrow and excessive legalistic point of view. 

It confirms our view that enactment 
of this measure would mean a renewal of 
the violence and warfare which charac
terized a shameful era in American labor 
relations before passage of the National 
Labor Relations Act. 

The former Chairman and the public 
members of the National War Labor 
Board have denounced the measure. A 
distinguished group of labor lawyers and 
economists is reported by the New York 
Times of June 19 to say: 

This omnibus bill includes many provi
sions which are extremely unwise, unfair, or 
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unworkable. It goes far beyond the legiti
mate purpose of curbing union abuses or 
providing equality of bargaining rights and 
duties. 

These are impartial experts talking. 
They confirm everything we have said 
about this measure. And now the 
President, in an able and forthright 
statement, has adopted, once again, t~e 
fair and frank course. His message is 
consistent with all that he has hereto
fore said. He has shown that he can be 
unimpressed by the synthetic din which 
has been raised to drown out this assault 
upon the rights and liberties of the 
citizen. 

The people wm long owe a debt of 
gratitude to the President for his cour
age and statesmanship on taking this 
step to preserve from emasculation the 
large body of laws, which have been de
veloped at great sacrifice, for the-fair 
and equitable adjustment of disputes 
growing out of labor-management rela
tions. Every fair analysis of this bill 
supports the President's veto, and the 
best interests and welfare of our country 
demands that it be sustained. 

Mr. President, on Thursday, June 12, 
1947, the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT], 
chairman of the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare, introduced into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, at page 6858, a 
supplementary analysis of the Taft
Hartley Labor bill. That analysis was 
intended as an answer to an analysis 
prepared by .the Labor Relations Board 
at my request and placed in the RECORD 
in connection with my remarks on June 
6, at page 6501. 

This matter was brought up on the 
floor yesterday, and I want to call atten
tion to the remarks made at that time by 
the Senator from Ohio. He said, at page 
7370 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

Mr. TAFT. The. veto message goes over, point 
by point, the points · raised in a memo
randum put into the RECORD by the Senator 
from Montana (Mr. MURRAY], to each item of 
which the Senator will find an answer which 
I put into the RECORD. Does not the Senator 
think that the veto message substantially 
and in detail follows- the Pressman memo
randum which the Senator from Montana 
put into the RECORD? 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. SAL
TONSTALL in the chair) . Does the Sena
tor from Montana yield to the Senator 
from Ohio? 

Mr. MURRAY. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. I wish to correct that 

~tatement. I did correct it in a Nation
wide broadcast which I made last night. 
There are two memorandums. The one 
prepared by Mr. Pressman was put into 
the RECORD in the House by Mr. MAR
CANTONIO, and there is the memorandum 
which the Senator from Montana put 
in, which does not show its origin. My 
impression is that it came from the Na
tional Labor Relations Board, or perhaps 
from members of their staff. I wish to 
correct the statement to which the Sena
tor referred. I am sorry I made the mis
take, but it was corrected to the whole 
country last night. 

Mr. MURRAY. I thank the Senator 
for the correction, because it would be 

unfair to let that impression stand. Of · 
course, when the statement was made 
by the able Senator from Ohio it was im
mediately taken up by the press and 
highlighted in the newspapers. Peo
ple all over the Nation were led to believe 
that the analysis whieh I had filed in con
nection with my remarks on that occa
sion was prepared by Lee Pressman, 
which, of course, as the Senator now ac
knowledges, is not the fact. The state
ment which I submitted with my remarks 
was a statement prepared for me, at my 
request, by the National Labor Relations 
Board, and it was inserted in the R~coRD 
at the close of my remarks on that oc
casion. · 

· · Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MURRAY. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I hap

pened to be called oft' the floor for a few 
minutes before the present discussion. 
I was a little surprised last night that the 
Senator from Ohio repeated the state
ment about the Pressman analysis that 
was put into the RECORD by the Senator 
from Montana, in view of the fact that I 
understood the Senator to say in his 
radio speech last night that the Senator 
from Montana had put the Lee Pressman 
analysis in the RECORD in the Senate, and 
that Mr. MARCANTONIO had put it in in 
the House. 

Mr. TAFT. No; the Senator is mis
taken. I just put my last night's broad
cast into the , RECORD today. I referred 
to a different memorandum in the broad
cast last night .. 

Mr. PEPPER. I heard the able Sen
ator's speech last night, and I find it be
fore me in the Evening· Star. If the Sen
ator from Montana will yield further--

Mr. MURRAY. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. Maybe the Senator did 

not so intend it, but in the context it · 
does leave that impression. It ·says: 

The President's message follows in many 
details the analysis of the bill prepared by 
Lee PreS.sman, general counsel of the CIO, in
serted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on June 
3 by Congressman MARCANTONIO, and another 
memorandum inserted in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD on June 6 by Senator .JAMES E. MUR
RAY, of Montana. 

The proximity of the two led me to in
fer that the Senator meant to say it was 
the same memorandum. 

Mr. TAFT. No; it wa! not. 
Mr. PEPPER. I am _glad to hear the 

enator make that clear.. 
Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am 

very glad the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio has made the correction here today. 
However, I regret very much that it was 
not made yesterday, so that it would have 
been carried over the newspaper wires 
and published broadcast throughout the 
Nation. I realize that the Senator from 
Ohio did not intend to make any mis-

. representation of the facts. He probably 
was honestly and sincerely misled. 
Nevertheless, a great injury is done by 
incorrect statements of that kind. Peo
ple should be a little more careful about 
making statements attributing to an
other Member of this body an action 
which he did not commit. 

But I am very glad now that it has been 
cleared up here on the floor, at least, al-

though I do not ·believe it is completely 
cleared up in the country, because when 
a false impression goes throughout the 
country by means of the press of the Na
tion, it is usually very difficult to over
come it. Of course, I think we have done 
the best we oould to correct the false im
pression, and we shall have to let the 
Ir..atter stand as it is. 

Mr. President, I should like to consider 
for a while the analysis which was pre
sented by the Senator from Ohio, by 
which he seeks to bolster up this reac
tionary bill and justify it as sound legis
lation. 

At the outset, the Senator from Ohio 
stated that certain arguments which we 
have directed at specific provisions of the 
bill are not justified either by the text of 
the bill or' the background of decisions 
against which it was written and claimed 
that certain completely erroneous state
ments had been made. I have read the 
analysis presented by the Senator from 
Ohio and I have considered it in the light 
of thL . arguments which we have pre
viously made against the bill. 

Upon considering the whole matter, I 
am convinced that the analysis intro
duced by the Senator from Ohio is sub
ject to serious reproach on the ground 
that its statements and arguments are 
not justified and that it contains many 
erroneous statements. 

First, with respect to the amendment 
of section 2 (2) of the National Labor 
Relations Act exempting Federal Re
serve banks from the coverage of the 
statute, the statement of the Senator 
from Ohio contains significant omis
sions. The Senator's statement does 
not point out that all of the stock of 
the member Federal Reserve banks is 
held by privately owned banking institu
tions and that the Board of Directors 
of each Federal Reserve bank is in large 
part elected by the private bank! which 
hold such stock. While these banks do 
perform certain functions which are use
ful to the United States Government, 
that is also true of many other private 
corporations and is true of our entire 
national banking system. All the argu
ments which could be made for exempt
ing Federal Reserve banks from the cov
erage of the act could also be .made with 
respect to private national banks. While 
the Board of Governors in Washington 
exercises a supervision over the member 
banks in the Federal Reserve system, 
there are large areas in which collective 
bargaining may be both feasible and 
practicable. 

With respect to the amendments to 
section 2 (2) , 213, and 301, concerning 
the definition of the word "agent," it is 
stated that the amendment merely re
stores the definition of "agent" as it ex
isted at common law. 

The treatment of the matter of agency 
illustrates to my mind in the clearest 
fashion the bias which lies behind this 
bill. · In the first place, as this so-called 
supplementary analysis, the report of 
the conferees, and the entire legislative 
history of the bill indicate, it 'is proposed 
to weaken the responsibility of ·manage
ment for the acts of its forem-en and 
superintendents in dealing with the men 
under them, so that a foreman or super
intendent must now be shown to be act-
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lng within the actual or apparent scope 
of his authority before the employer may 
be held responsible for what he does. 
The vice in this approach is that under 
modern industrial conditions the worker 
who receives his orders from and is solely 
responsible to his foreman, who never 
has an opportunity to see any company 
official of higher than superintendent 
rank, considers that these men are man
agement, as they in fact are, for the 
purposes of directing work ~nd supervis
ing the work of the employees under 
them. Quite obviously the worker who 
is dependent for his daily wage upon 
those immediately superior to him, who 
stands in a master and servant rela
tionship, in effect, to his superiors, can
not be treated on an equal footing with 
an independent representative for the 
purposes of arms-length dealing. Yet 
the common-law doctrines of agency 
were developed, not in connection with 
management-labor relations, but with 
those social and economic relationships 
which involve bargaining between par
ties of equal economic strength and 
equivalent bargaining power. The le
galism with which this problem is now 
approached as a means for justifying a 
weakening of the protection of workers 
is typical of the specious view of indus
trial relations which underlies the whole 
bill. 

While, on the one hand, responsibility 
of the employer for acts of foremen and 
supervisors 1s to a large extent removed, 
section 2 <3> removes supervisors from 
the coverage of the act. The principal 
reason asserted for doing so was that 
manag€ment was responsible for the 
actions of its supervisors and therefore 
should have an absolute and unfettered 
control over their activities. I need not 
point out that the principal reason for 
eliminating supervisors fails, if manage
ment is no longer to be responsible for 
the activities of its supervisory employ
ees, unless those acts are specifically au
thorized. Hence, management, from this 
point on, may have it both ways; in the 
first place, they can, by the easy device. 
of posting a notice disclaiming any re
sponsibility for what their superintend
ents or foremen do, avoid any respon
sibility for their actions; and, on the 
other hand, they may deny to supervisory 
employees the rights they should have 
on the plea that they are responsible for 
the actions of their supervisors. · · 

Let us now consider the responsibility 
of unions for the acts of their agents. 
To begin with, I suggest that it is funda
mental to this whole problem to point 
out that, although the Senator from Ohio 
may not think so, there are differences 
between corporations and labor unions. 
A corporation is organized for profit. It 
is normally a tightly controlled hierarchy, 
with complete power in top management 
to dismiss from its employment any per
son who fails to follow orders issued by 
the top echelons. Persistent disregard 
of instructions invariably leads to disci
plinary measures which insure the care
ful carrying out of orders. On the other 
hand, trade-unions are not organized for 
profit. They are voluntary groups of in
dividuals, and their ranks are open with
out discrimination. except in the rarest 
cases, to all employees in an industry. 

Their officers are elected at all levels. 
The only power which the top officers 
have over subordinate officers or the 
rank and file of the union is the power 
of persuasion, and again, in all but the 
rarest instances, they have no powers of 
.discipline or removal. Policies are fixed, 
not as a result of decisions of a few indi
viduals, but in national conventions ih
cluding representatives of all members 
of the union. 

We have had over the years some ex
perience with the common law rules of 
agency as applied to trade-unions. The 
La Follette committee showed with what 
persistence and with what success man
agement had succeeded in placing labor 
spies in prominent positions in unions, 
and showed further how those labor spies 
have deliberately used their positions of 
power to commit or encourage the com~ 
mission of illegal acts, in order to bring 
discredit upon the union, though such 
individuals were in · reality agents of 
management, not agents of the union. 
It was frequentlY held, prior to the pas
sage of the NorriS-LaGuardia Act, that 
the union was responsible for the acts of 
its agents. Further, the courts in many 
cases found it unnecessary to resort even 
to common-law rules of agency; by 
treating the union as a conspiracy for an 
illegal purpose, they were able to hold 
each member and officer of the union 
as both the agent and principal of all 
the others. The result of these doctrines 
were the outrageous results in the Dan
bury Hatters, Bedford Cut Stone, and 
Duplex and Deering cases, which set up 
a wave of agitation, culminating in pas
sage of the Norris-LaGuardia Act. Yet 
now, in the case of unions, it is proposed 
to restore those infamous doctrines in 
order to charge the central treasury of 
a union with responsibility for the acts 
of any o:mc_er or agent, whether actually_ 
authorized or ratified or not. . 

Inequality can be obtained quite as 
- well by applying the same rule to differ

ent types of organizations as it can be 
by applying different rules to similar 
organizations. I have pointed out that 
by applying similar standards of re
sponsibility for acts of agents to organ
izations as diverse as corporations and 
labor organizations, inequality of treat
ment has resulted; but this bill does not 
stop there. If management iS", because 
it is entitled to their wholehearted alle
giance, to· be absolved of responsibility 
for the actions of its supervisors, then, if 
the same rule were to be applied, trade
unions should be absolved of responsi
bility for the acts of their subordinate 
officers. Yet, as I have pointed out, not 
only are they to be charged with such 
responsibility-as they now are-if the 
action of the subordinates has been au
thorized or ratified, but they are to be 
charged with it if any basis exists which 
might lead a . court to conclude that an 
apparent agencY existed.· Thus, with 
respect to the single problem-responsi
bility for acts of agents-this bill gives · 
employers a dual protection, but it visits 
a penalty upon trade-unions. I insist 
that this is patently unfair, clearly 
biased, tho~oughly unworkable, and is 
done in a specious and legalistic fashion. 

With r.espect to section 3 (d) of the 
bill, which is designed to accomplish a 

separation of functions within the Board, 
the supplementary analysis points out 
that a person aggrieved by the refusal to 
issue a complaint in a case may appeal 
the matter to Washington. It contains 
the statement that "the assumption that 
the Board itself presently reviews these 
appeals, however, is utterly erroneous." 
I have checked this matter with the Na
tional Labor Relations Board, and I find 
that the procedure, which is set forth 
publicly in the Federal Register for Sep
tember 11, 1946, is that these appeals are 
considered in the first instance by a com-· 
mittee consisting of the Director of the 
Field Division of the Board and the as
sociate general counsel in charge of 
litigation. This committee prepares rec
ommendations to the Board itself, which 
presently reviews all such recommenda
tions, and on fairly frequent occasions 
reverses the action of the appeals and 
review committee. The action of the 
committee does not become final until 
approved by the Board. It is by this 
means that the integration of policy with 
prosecuting functions· which is the ob
jective of administrative procedure is 
achieved. 

It is obvious that this is no longer to be 
the case. The report of the statement of 
the managers on the part of the House 
says at page 37 that the "general coun
sel is to have the final authority, and in 
the name of, but independently of any 
direction, control, or review by, the Board 
in respect of the investigation of charges 
and the issuance of complaints before the 
Board. By this provision, responsibility 
for what takes place in the Board's re_. 
gional offices is centralized in one indi
vidual." It is the clear legislative intent 
that the Board shall have nothing to do 
with these matters which opens the way 
to the evils, which we have previously de
scribed, of dispersion of authority, un
certainty in the meaning and application 
of the law, overzealousness in the prose-· 
cution of cases, harassment of employers 
and trade-unions, and the other disad
vantages which the Attorney General's 
committee on administrative procedure 
pointed out necessarily flow from such 
separation of functions. The report of 
the House managers makes clear a con
gressional insistence that the general 
counsel is to have that "unfettered dis
cretion" which the supplementary analy
sis of the Senator from Ohio denies to 
eXist. 

The supplementary analysis presented 
by the Senator from Ohio denies that 
section 7 is intended to revive the "yellow 
dog" contract. The supplementary anal
ysis states that this language is contained 
in the Norris-LaGuardia Act. I assume 
that section 2 of the Norris-LaGuardia 
Act is referred to, and I should like to 
quote the full context: 

Whereas • • • the individual unor
ganized worker is commonly helpless to exer
cise actual liberty of contract and to protect 
his freedom of labor and thereby to obtain 
acceptable terms and conditions of employ
ment, wherefore, though he should bt> free 
to decline to associate with his fellows, it is 
necessary that he have full freedom of asso
ciation, self-organization, and designation of 
representatives of his own choosing, to nego
tiate the terms and conditions of his em
ployment, and that he shall be free from the 
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interference, restraint, ·or coercion · of em
ployers of labor, or their agents, in the desig
nation of such representatives_ or in self
organization or 1n other concerted activities 
for the purpose of collective bargaining or 
other mutual aid or protection; therefore, 
the following definitions of, and limitations 
upon, the jurisdiction and authorit~ of the 
courts of the United States are hereby en
acted. 

· The supplementary analysis would lead 
one to believe that there is something in 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act which pro- · 
tected the right of persons to refrain 
froin joining any trade-union activity. 

. Such is· simply not the case. That right 
has not been threatened from any source: 
On the contrary, the employers of this 
country, banded together in the Associ
ated Industries and the National Asso
ciation of Manufacturers, have for ·years 
thrown their vast economic power into 
protecting that right. If an employee 
~as the right guaranteed by law to re
frain from union activity. and if that 
right is as a matter of public policy de
serving of public protection, I cannot see 
how any , court couJd say that ·an em
ployee no longer had the right to enter 
into a contract agreeing to refrain from 
such union -activity. This act succeeds 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act by 15 years; iii 
many respects, it intends to and does 
supersede or wipe out the protections of 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act. As the ex
pression of the latest congressional in
tent on the subject, it may well be de
signed to override the Norris-La.Guardia 
Act in this important respect as well. If, 
as I think~ this bill presents a real threat 
of the revival of the yellow-dog contract, 
the matter is not concluded there. Sen
ators will recall the decision of the Su
preme Court in the Hitchman Coal & 
Coke case, where the Supreme Court held 
that a person in attempting to organize 
workers who had signed yellow-dog con
tracts was seeking to induce a .. breach of 
such contracts, and therefore might be 
enjoined from proceeding with efforts at 
organization. If workers were thrcwn 
into concentration camps and sur
rounded by pickE.t fences it would not 
have been a more effective device to pre
vent organization, for both employees 
and organizers could be summarily pun
ished for contempt for breaking or in
ducing a breach of such a contract. 

Further, when read in connection with 
section 8 (b) ( 1) • the supplementary 
analysis conceded what is the obvious 
intent of the legislation, namely, that 
this is intended to "apply to coercive acts 
of unions against employees who did not 
wish to join or did not care to parti
cipate in a strike or a picket line.'' This 
makes it clear that the Federal Govern
ment is now to take on the responsibility 
of guaranteeing that employees who did 
not wish to participate in a strike and 
strikebreakers are to be escorted through 
picket lines by Federal officials under 
the protection of the Federal courts. 

The report of the House managers at 
page 40 states that-

It is apparent that many forms and varie
ties of concerted activities which the Board, 
• • • regarded as protected by the act 
will no longer be treated as having that 
protection. 

The report ·of the House managers 
states that-

This provision of the Senate amendment 
tn its general terms covered all of the ac
tivitif's which were proscribed in section 12 
(a) (1) of the House bill as unlawful con
certed activities. 

Section 12 <a> <1) of the House bill 
included among unlawful concerted ac
tivities the use of force or violence or 
threats thereof to prevent any individual 
from quitting or continuing in the em
ployment of or from accepting or 'refus
ing employment by any employer; or pre
venting any individual from freely go
ing from any-place and entering upon an 
eii]p!oyer's premises or leaving such 
premises; or picketing an employer's 
place of business in numbers . or in a 
manner otherwise than is reasonably re
quired. 

By' this kind of legerdemain the House 
managers have indicated their beli-ef 
that section 8 (b) · (1) has carried into 
the completed bill those extreme pro
visions · of the Hartley bill which have 
been so strongly denounced by the coun
try at large. 
· Further, at page 42, the report of the 
H9use managers pointed out that the 
Hou5e bill allowed such activities to be 
"enjoined upon suit by a private em
ployer, specific provision was made for 
suits for dam~ges on the part of any 
person injured · thereby, and ·emplQyees 
participating therein were subject to 
deprivation of their rights under the· 
act." The House managers then make 
this significant assertion: 

The conference agreement, while adopt
ing section 8 (b) (1) Qf the Senate amend
ment, does not by specific terms contain 
any of these sanctions. 

The failure of the House managers to 
deny that they recede from their posi
tion that injunctions at the suit of pri
vate employers were not outlawed by the 
conference agreement indicates a clear 
legislative intention on the part of the 
House, at least, that the door has not 
been closed on suits on private injunc
tions obtained by employers contrary to 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act under this 
provision of the conference report. The 
assurances given by the Senator from 
Ohio as to. the meaning of this bill are 
pleasant to the ear but it is obvious that 
he alone is not the sole author or sponsor 
of this bill and that ·the legislative' his
tory in the coordinate branch is far 
more important as a matter of legislative 
history than a statement introduced by 
the Senator from Ohio a week after en
actment of the bill. Despite the assur
ances that the Hartley bill has been laid 
to rest it is entirely clear that the man
agers on the part of the House, do not 
think it has. been, nor is there anything 
in the legislative history in the Senate 
to disclaim this. 

The supplementary analysis provided 
by the Senator from Ohio attempts to 
.answer the arguments so ably _presented 
by the senior ·Senator from Kentucky 
concerning the requirement that under 
section 8 <a> <3> of the bill a majoiity 
of those eligible to vote, rather than a 
~ajority of ·those -voting, · are necessary 

to authorize the validity of a union se
curity agreement. The supplementary 
analysis states that "an average of over 
90 1>ercent of the eligible employees par
ticipate in Board conducted elections and 
a 100 percent vete is not unusual." I 
have checked this figure with the Na
tional Labor Relations Board and find 
that actually the percentage of eligible 
employees voting in Board elections is 
83 percent and further that a 100 per
cent vote is quite unusual. Be that as 
it may' it is apparent that under present 
Board rules the employer has no motive 
for keeping employees away from the 
polls; indeed employer campaigns 
against unions are almost invariably di
rected at appeals to employees to get out 
and vote since there is a widespread feel
ing that union members are more apt 
to vote in such elections than nonunion 
employees. Precisely the opposite would 
result under this act. While it is true, 
as the supplementary analysis states, 
that Board elections are frequently con
ducted on company time and property, 
this must obviously always be done with 
the employer's consent. 

Such consent is usually forthcoming 
because of the employer's desire that all 
employees vote. By insisting that em
ployees who do not vote in effect vote 
against union-security agreements it 
will be apparent that the employer 'wm 
have every interest to see that such elec
tion& . are held under conditions. which 
make it onerous for employees to vote 

. since, if less than a majority vote in the 
election, the defeat of a union-security 
clause is assured. 

The supplementary analysis in its dis•. 
cussion of section 8 (b) <4> dealing with 
illegal strikes and boycotts confirms our 
worst fears -concerning the intent in 
changing the language of the section in 
conference. As passed by the Senate it 
was stated that a strike or boycott was 
illegal if it was for the purpose of .cer
tain practices. The conferees changed 
this to read, "where an object thereof 
if." The supplementary analysis states 

."the intent of the conferees was to clos~ 
any loophole which would prevent the 
Board from being blocked in giving relief 
against such 1llegal activities simply be
cause one of the purposes of such strikes 
might have· been lawful.'' 

To begin with, it is nonsense to talk 
here of closing loopholes which would 
prevent the Board from being blocked tn 
giving relief since the injunctive provi
sions with respect to these practices are 
mandatory upon the Board, which 
therefore has no discretion in the mat
ter. Further than that, however, our 
objection to this change was premised 
upon the ground that it removed the 
primary objectives tests which was de
veloped by the Supreme Court under the 
Sherman Antitrust Act in order that 
every strike would not be considered 
illegal; manifestly there may be several 
purposes in any strike and various 
strikers may have different motives. 
The Supreme Court therefore developed 
the doctrine that it would look to the 
primary objective and not to all objec
tives. I know of no assertion which has 
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been made on the Senate floo.r, as the 
supplementary analysis states, that even 
if one of the strikers had an improper 
motive he would thereby make the union 
liable for ari unfair labor practice and 
to an action for daiJJ.ages brought by the 
employer; and I ask the Senator from 
Ohio to point to any such assertion made 
on this floor. We have insisted and 
continue to insist that a single strike 
may have several motives or that a con
siderable group of strikers may have 
motives other than those which im~l 
the majority to strike. 

The supplementary analysis confirms 
our argument that this throws the law 
back beyond anything which the courts 
have ever held. I do not understand the 
relevance of the argument made in the 
supplementary analysis that the hidden 
motives of the union or the employees 
would be immaterial We have not ar
gued that these motives would be hid
den, but the point of our argument has 
been that an entire strike may be en- . 
joined because some group of strikers or 
union leaders had a motive which some 
court might feel was improper. 

The supplementary analysis, in dis
cussing section 8 (b) (5) relating to the 
power of the Board to supervise initiation 
fees charged by the unions does not meet 
the arguments we raised. While it is 
true that, as stated by ' the supplemen
tary report, this applies only to cases in 
which a union has received a union-shop 
or maintenance-of-membership agree
ment, such agreement now covers ap
proximately 70 percent of the employees 
under contract, and I know of no union 
which does not at some point hold a 
union-security or maintenance-of-mem
bership agreement. Hence, every union 
would be subject to the supervision of the 
Board in· the fixing of the amounts of its 
initiation fees. The supplementary re
port states that this proviSion was in
cluded because unless such a provision 
was inserted, the restrictions on a union 
shop in section 8 (3) could be easily cir
cumvented. The speciousness of this 
argument must be immediately appar
ent, for under section 8 <a> <3> ''no em
ployer shall justify any discrimination 
against an employee for nonmembership 
in a labor organization <a> if .he has rea
sonable grounds for believing that such 
membership was not available to the em
ployee on the same terms and conditions 
generally applicable to other memben;. 
Hence, if union members wish to exclude 
a person from membership under a 
union-security agreement they would be 
required to charge themselves the same 
initiation fees charged applicants for 
membership. Such an argument re
quires the conferees to assume that the 
vast majority of union members would 
be willing to tax themselves to exclude 
a few persons whom they did not desire 
to take into membership. We insist that 
the existence of such power in the hands 
of the Government is an open door to 
control of all union affairs since, if the 
Government·controls the purse strings of 
the union, it will be clear that it will 
control all activities of the union. 

The supplementary analysis in dis
cussing section 8 .(b) <6>. the provision 
of the bill outlawing so-called feather
bedding practices again confirms our 

fears concerning the meaning of this 
section. It states that : 

What 1s prohibited 1s extortion by labor · 
organizations or their agents in lieu of pro
viding services which an employer does not 
want. 

Let us suppose a group of lO men 
working on an assembly line would de
cide that it is physically impossible for 
them to keep production going without 
extra aid. If they request the employer 
to provide additional help and the em
ployer says he does not want them, they 
are, under the bill as clarified by the 
supplementary analysis, engaging in a 
feather-bedding practice. If the em
ployer does not wish to maintain a safety 
man below a heavy overhead crane in 
a factory to warn employees of impend
ing danger the union would be guilty of 
a feather-bedding practice. 

The supplementary analysis attempts 
to answer the argument that under the 
free speech provision statements of an 
employer could not be used in evidence. 
That such was its eXPlicit intent is clear 
from the statement of the senior Sen
ator from Ohio during the debate which 
preced~d the passage of the bill, to be 
found in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
Thursday, June 5, 1947, at page 6446. 
The Senator from Florida stated that-

Under the criminal law at the pres
ent time any statement a man may make 
prior to a given act which the court may 
try to evaluat~ may be admitted 1n evidence 
as having some relationship to hls inten
tions. But the conference report deliber
ately excludes statements of that s.ort, un
less the statement contains an actual threat, 
thereby depriving the Board of the full evi
dence in the case. 

In response the senior Senator from 
Ohio stated: 

So long as the Board has a practice of that 
kind the employer's mouth is practically 
shut. In case he makes a speech later on 
and is charged with some unfair or unlaw
ful labor practice, and that can be consid
ered in evidence, it means that he cannot 
afford to speak at all. Without that provision 
there is not freedom o! speech. 

I need not ,point to the distorted con
cept of freedom of speech which is con
tained in the statement of the Senator 
from Ohio. From time immemorial the 
law has recognized that while a ·man 
may have a right to speak as he wishes 
he cannot escape responsibility for what 
he said under the laws of libel and slan
der. The use of any statements in evi
dence, liability for fraud, or misrepre
sentation, have not at any time been 
thought to infringe the right of freedom 
of speech. To deny the use of such state
ments as evidence in Labor Board pro
ceedings is to give employers a license 
possessed at no time by any group in the 
community. 

The supplementary analysis adopts a 
curious distinction in saying that this 
section "has no application to state
ments which are acts in themselves or 
contain directions or instructions. 
These, of course, could be deemed admis
sions and hence competent under the 
well-recognized exception to the hear
say rule." But the rule governing the 
use of admissions in evidence is applied 
only to admissions against interest. If 
an employer states that, "I do not like 

labor unions and consider them bad for 
my boys,''. it wouid be obvious on its face 
that this was not an admission against 
interest. It could not therefore be re
ceived in evidence as stated by the sup
plementary report. Further, I call at
tention to the fact that the supple
mentary report does not draw any line-
and I am confident no such line can be 
drawn-between "views, arguments, or 
opinions" and "statements which -are 
acts in themselves or contain directions 
or instructions." Even if such a distinc
tion could be drawn it would have farci
cal results. It means that clear language 
explaining a direction or instruction 
would not be admissible even though the 
direction or instruction might be. 

The supplementary statement dis
torts the record in yet another way. It 
states that-:- · 

The Board has permitted employers' expres .. 
sions o! opinion on unionism to be used to 
sustain the theory that he was guilty of vio
lations of the National Labor Relations Act. 

While this is true and, in my judgment, 
proper, the supplementary report neg
lects to state that the Board has also 
used employers' exPressionS of opinion 
about unionism as a basis for acquitting 
an employer of a charge tha+. he has vio
lated the act. It must be remembered 
that while statements hostile to union
ism are excluded by this action, state
ments of employers friendly to unions 

· are also excluded, relevant as they may 
be in determining the employers' atti
tude and motives. 

The supplementary analysis also neg
lects to mention the impact of this sec
tion on the unfair labor practices by 
unions which the bill would reach. In 
its very nature a boycott is hardly more 
than a statement of views, argument, 
or opinion which a union circulates in 
an effort to inflict an economic loss 
upon an employer. Yet, under this ab
surd provision such leaflets or other 
material would not be admissible in evi
dence. 

In discussing section 8 <b > < 4) <D) , 
dealing with jurisdictional strikes, the 
Senator from Ohio again concedes the 
validity of the argument which we have 
made that this went far beyond the pre
vention of jurisdictional strikes by stat
ing that-

I have no hesitation in saying that this 
subsection applies not only to strikes over 
the assignment of particular work to one 
union rather than another, but also to the 
aSsignment of work to one union rather than 
another group of employees. 

The Senator from Ohio, however, at
tempts to justify it by saying that it 
would be an unfair labor practice for an 
employer to assign work to nonunion 
employees in an effort to defeat a union, 
and by the same token that it shpuld be 
an unfair labor practice for a union to 
attempt to compel assignment of work 
being done by nonunion men to them
selves. 

The Senator from Ohio misses the 
essential point which we made in our 
argument. By defining such disputes as 
jurisdictional disputes the injunctive 
provisions of"the act may be brought into 
play. This section as now drafted de
fines as a jurisdictional strike an effort 
of employees to prevent an employer 
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from assigning work to nonunion em
ployees in order to protect t~emselves. 
Hence, if such employees strike against 
employer action, which the Senator from 
Ohio concedes would be an unfair labor 
practice, they are guilty of a jurisdic
tional strike and subjected to the penal
ties of injunctive relief, suits for damages 
in the Federal courts, and probable triple 
damages under the Sherman Antitrust 
Act. If employees can strike against 
such unfair -labor practices of employers 
only under such penalties we may con
fidently anticipate that antiunion em
ployers will seize upon this as a device 
for breaking up any craft union. 

We had previously .criticized section 
8 (d) of the act on the ground that it 
eliminated by its explicit provisions any 
duty on the part of the parties to .. meet 
and discuss modifications of an existing 
contract. The supplementary analysis 
points out what is perhaps true that 
~·parties may meet and discuss the mean
ing of the terms of their contract and 
may agree to modifications on change of 
circumstances, but it is not mandatory 
that they do so." In the first place it 
must be evident that the inclusion of 
such a provision in the law will encour
age employers who wish to remain ada
mant in their construction of the mean
ing of the contract to refus·e to meet and 
discuss such meaning of the provisions of 
the contract since there is now an ex
plicit statutory mandate that they need 
not do so. We have previously:pointed 
out that existing law does not require 
the employer to agree to any changes . 
and requires no more than that the par
ties meet and discuss the · matter. We 
have no hesitation in saying that meet
ings and discussions between manage
ment and employees to discuss outstand
ing differences are highly desirable and 
industrially important. It is indeed the 
basic premise of the entire statute. Why 
in this area it should be less desirable 
than in the negotiation of the agree
ment itself the supplementary report 
leaves completely unexplained. 

We had criticized section 9 (c) (4) ·as 
forbidding the Board from holding pre
hearing elections, a useful device which 
is now being used in .some 800 cases a 
year coming before the Board. In only 
15 percent of such cases do hearings re
sult; if the union loses the election the 
matter normally ends there, and if the 
union wins the election the employer is 
very frequently willing to recognize them 
without further hearing. Since the 
Board holds approximately 5,000 to 6,000 
elections a year it is obvious that this 
is not an ''inconsequential percentage of 
cases" as the supplementary report 
states and it is statistically untrue, as 
the supplementary report states, that 
••more often than not a subsequent hear
ing was still necessary." 

The Senator from Ohio attempts to 
answer our criticisms of the prohibition 
on use of the "extent of organization" 
theory by stating that "it is sufficient 
answer to say that the Board has evolved 
numerous tests to determine appropriate 
units, such as community of interest of 
erp.ployees involved, extent · of common 
supervision, interchange of employees, 
geographic_al considerations, etc., anyone 
of which may justify· the finding . of a 

small unit." This suggestion is an in
vitation by the Senator from Ohio to 
the Board to make this provision work 
by disregarding it and instead of franklY 
resting its decisions on the extent of 
organization theory, to find some sub
terfuge by which the impact of this pro
vision can be discounted. While I agree 
that the bill is an open invitation to sub
terfuge if employers, unions, and the 
Board are to continue its work, it seems 
to me undesirable for proponents of the 
measure to suggest a kind of deceit in its 
administration. 

The extent of organization theory is 
criticized on the ground that "its use has 
been particularly bad where another 
union comes in and organizes the re
mainder of the unit which results in the 
establishment of two inappropriate 
units." Consider the situation in the 
coal-mining industry. The Progressive 
Mine Workers, strong in certain areas of 
Illinois, West Virginia, and Indiana, have 
for years waged a bitter battle against 
being represented by the United Mine 
Workers. If under the bill the Board 
were required to find a unit appropriate 
apart from the extent' of organization, it 
would be in the position of forcing em
ployees who desire to be represented ·by 
the Progressive Mine Workers · of Amer
ica into being represented · by the United 
Mine Workers in order to meet the intel
lectual desires of the proponents · of the 
~easure. l;ierri~. Ill., was the scene of a 
small civil war on this issue; there was a 
pitched ·.>attle with much loss of life be~ 
tween miners who wished to be repre
sented by the Progressive Mine Workers 
of America and others who wished to be 
represented by the United Mine Workers. 
Sitting in their ivory tower, it -is well 
enough for the proponents of the meas.;. 
ure to suggest, that by disregarding the 
extent of organization theory the Board 
should in effect compel the renewal ·of 
that civil war. 
- The supplementary analysis under
takes to answer only a minor argument 
which we made against the provision 
which requires all union officials, inter
national, local, and others, tp certify that 
they are not Communists; namely, that 
this would-create delay. The analysis in 
effect admits this to be true, since it says, 
"There is no delay unless an officer of the 
moving union refuses.to file the affidavit 
required." It is, of course, precisely in 
this situation· that we pointed out that 
delay would· result. 

Delay will result for still another rea
son. The section as drafted is now suffi
ciently broad to include officers down to 
the level of shop steward. This is a large 
and fluctuating group; the illness, ab
sence from the country, negligence, of 
any single union officer would defeat the 
union's right to resort to governmental 
processes. Further, new officers are con
stantly being elected or replaced; to 
maintain such a voluminous file of affi
davits continually up to date will obvi
ously impose the most serious burdens 
upon unions. 

Another problem arises in this con
nection. The bill requires that these 
affidavits be filed not only by the local 
officers but by "the officers of any na
tional or international labor organiza
tion of which it is an affiliate or constitu-

ent unit." The American Federation of 
Labor has for many years been affiliated 
with the International Federation of 
Trade Unions, which includes represent
atives from many countries throughout 
the world. I am not at all sure of the po
litical affiliation of each member of the 
IFTU but I rather surmise a Communist 
might be found among them and might 
be found among its officers. Are all 
American Federation of Labor unions 
thereby deprived of the right to file peti
tions with the Board? The railway 
brotherhoods have recently affiliated 
themselves with the International Trans
port Workers, an organization represent
ing transport workers throughout the 
world. I know that the orientation of 
that organization has been strongly anti
Communist, but it is entirely possible, 
that some Communist representing some 
group of transport workers somewhere in 
the world is an officer of that organiza
tion. The Congress of Industrial Or
ganizations has been affiliated for some 
time with the World Federation of Trade 
Unions in which the Soviet trade unions 
are represented. Does the bill require 
that as a cundition of filing cases with 
the National Labor Relations Board 
every CIO affiliate have on file an affi
davit by the Russian officials of the 
WFTU that they are not Communist 
Party members? While such absurd 
consequences may riot follow' the real . 
point, of course, is that the filing of these 
affidavits has' nothing to do with -the 
function which our national labor policy 
has entrusted to the National Labor Re
·lations Board; namely, the encourage-· 
inent of collective bargaining. · 

We criticized section 10 (b) of the bill, 
which requires th~t proceedings shall 
"so far as practicable," be conducted in 
accordance with the rules of evidence ap- · 
plical;>le in the district ~ourts of the 
United States. The Senator from Ohio 
attempts to explain away this provision 
by stating that "this is more a preventive 
measure than one to cure existing 
abuses" and that the use of the words 
"so far as practicable" gives to the trial 
examiner considerable discretion as to 
how clos~ly he will apply the rules of 
evidence. The House conferees, how
ever, had a quite different view of the 
matter. Their report states, at page 53, 
that "if the Board is required so far as 
practicable to act only 'on legal evidence, 
the substitution, for example, of assumed 
'expertness' for evidence will no longer be 
possible." The House managers thereby 
indicate a clear intention that only such 
evidence shall be admitted, unless there 
is some overwhelming reason to the con
trary, as would be admitted in a court of 
law in a case being tried by a jury. It is 
interesting that the sponsors of this 
measure in the Senate have not even . 
denied the House statement that the 
Board is no longer to use its "expert
ness" in deciding cases. This ambition 
to replace informed and careful judg
ment with inexpertness has not, so far 
as I am aware, previously been' made with 
respect to any governmental function. 

Our criticism of section 10 (c), which 
allows an order of a trial examiner to 
become final in the event no exceptions 
are filed before the Board, was directed 
at a real danger. If~ as occasionally 
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happens, a trial examiner ·filed an tially an ·entire industry. Now·, however., 
erroneous report granting a union; let it is enough if in the judgment of the 
us say, full relief, the employer could by ' President or the Attorney General some 
waiting 20 days take his case directly to segment of an industry is affected. 
court without giving the Board an op- Thereby the salutary safeguards of the 

·portunity to correct the error committed Norris-LaGuardia Act, insofar as they· 
by its trial examiner. The supplemen- are not already removed by other sec
tary report answers that the "general tions of the bill, are by this section 
counsel in any event would not go for- largely taken away. 
ward with enforcement if the order was I have dwelt at some length upon the 
erroneous"; but our argument rested supplementary report because I think it 
squarely upon section 10 (f) of the Taft- 1llustrates so typically the manner in 
Hartley bill, which allows any person to which the full scope and content of this 
obtain a review of such order. The . measure has been concealed from the 
general counsel, of course, would have Senate and from the public generally. 
no power to prevent a review of such an The clearest legislative history found in 
order. Nor is there any answer, as the the bill itself, or in the report of the 
supplementary report states, in section House managers, or in the report of the 
10 <c>, which forbids the court from con- majority of the Senate conferees, is on 

· sidering any objection which has not · the floor of this body twisted, distorted, 
been urged before the Board, its mem- _ or concealed in such a manner as to lull 
ber, agent, or agency. The illustration the Senate into a feeling of security that 
which we gave rested upon the premise none of the results which we prophesy 
that an objection had properly been will follow from this measure. 
made before . the trial examiner~- ·but Perhaps no piece of legislation which 
improperiy disregarded by him.' · has ever passed the Congress has had a 

We o~jected to section 11 on the more voluminous legislative history. 
ground that the bill directs the Merely in the 'topics upon which I have 
Board to issue subpenas regardless touched there is material for extensive · 
of the materiality or relevancy of the litigation for the next 10 years. The 
eVidence sought. The language of sec- mere assurance by the Senator from 
tion 11 states: "The Board or any mem- Ohio that a certain intent was embodied 
ber thereof shall upon application of any in the bill or that a certain result will 
p~rty to such proceedings forthwith issue flow from it is far from being .the whole 
to such parties subpenas reql,liring the story. The report of the managers on 
attendnace and t,estimony of witnesses the part of the House is a particularly 
or the production of any evidence in such glaring example of the way in which 
proceeding or investigation requested in matters which we have thought laid to 
such application," Nothing in this state- rest are again revived. It is clear that 
ment requires that the matter sought be · the report of the managers on the part 
relevant or material; that this is the clear of the House read in connection with the 

- intent of section . 11 as now drafted is conference bill makes this measure stand 
clear from the following sentence which exactly where the Hartley bill stood when 
allowS' the party subpened to petition the it passed the House. I do not, of course, 

·Board to revoke the subpena if "the evi- insist that the courts would treat the 
dence does not relate to any matter under report of the House managers as the en
investigation or any matter in question · tire legislative history of this measure; 
in such proceedings or does not describe I do insist that in any consideration of 
with sufficient particularity of evidence the bill by the courts that report is a 
whose production is required." We did vastly more important part of the legis
not, as the supplementary report states, lative history of the measure than are 
at any point disregard the remainder of the individual views of the Senator from 
the paragraph providing for revocation Ohio, particularly when stated for some 
of the subpena but it is clear from our days after enactment of the bill. If the 
earlier arguments that our objection b1ll becomes law we may be certain that 
went to the requirement that the citizen the major portion of the views expressed 
be put to the trouble of coming in and by the House managers in 20 pages of 
defending himself even though the sub- fine print in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD 
p'ena is on its face frivolous or irrelevant. will, in most cases, prevail, since in a 

In criticizing section 206 dealing with great bulk of instances the positions as
national emergency strikes we criticized serted by the managers on the part of 
the insertion by the conferees of Ian- the House have not been denied by the 
guage which would make injunctive Senate conferees either in their report 
powers available if the strike was one or on the floor of the Senate. 
"ai!ecting an industry or a substantial It is important that the Senate under
part thereof." The supplementary re- stand that as the legislative history of 
port states that we ignore the remainder the measure now stands we are voting 
of the paragraph which imposes the ad- for what is with only the rarest and most 
ditional requirement that such strike minor exceptions the Hartley bill, a bill 
imperil the national health or safety. which has been denounced from one end 

This is hardly accurate. Our objec- of the country to the other as ~ing too 
tion went to the fact that by thus en- harsh and which the chairman of the 
larging the circumstances under which House Labor Committee admitted was 
an injunction might issue almost any drafted only for the purpose of wringing 
strike could be brought within the terms further concessions from the Senate. 
of the bill. There was some slight safe- The Senate must understand that even 
guard against arbitrary or too frequent · those Members of this body who voted 
use of the injunctive process against for this measure with reservations but 
strikes in the version of the bill which with the hope that it could somehow be 
passed the Senate in that it was neces- patched up in administration or by sub
sary that such a strike ai!ect substan- s€quent congressional action have had 

the wool pulled over their eyes by the 
House conferees. 

It is interes.ting that those Senators 
who feel that the joint congressional 
commission provided by this bill -oifers 
an opportunity for correcting the de
fects which they concede are contained 
in this measure, are themselves in a mi
nority within their own party. On some 
issues they made a valiant fight to ex
clude some of the worst proposals, yet it 
was only with the support of Senators on 
this side of the aisle that they were able 
in a few cases to defeat a number of 
vicious provisions. For that group now 
to suppose that they will have the as
sistance of their party in correcting this 
measure is thoroughly illusory. If any
thing, in the event this bill becomes law, 

. they will find themselves faced with 
fights to ward oi! even more repressive 

. and unjustified action on the part of a 
· majority of their colleagues. 
. We, of the minority in the Labor Com
. mittee, have cons~stently oi!ered our 

services on a bipartisan basis to sit down 
and draft a measure following the pro
cedures so successfully adopted by the 
junior Senator from New York before he 
reversed his position after coming to this 
body. We have introduced legislation to 
implement that proposal we made; legis
lation which may still be passed at this 
session of the Congress and which I feel 
sure would be gladly signed by the Presi-

. dent since it contains his own recom
mendations in his state of the Union 

· message. For the comfort and well
being of the United States, the Senate 
would do well to admit its mistake, to 
concede that, as Chairman HAitTLEY put 
it, "There is more in this bill than meets 
the eye," to start afresh' on a bill of the 
kind which we have proposed, and to ad
vance into this tortuous, complex field 
slowly and step by step, gaining a secure 

. foothold before we move to the next step. 
Mr. President, I think it ·would be ap

propriate at this time for me to call at
tention to the fact that the National 
Association of Manufacturers has been 

· the principal organization behind this 
legislation. 

We have witnessed in this present at
tempt to pass a vicious and pernicious 

· labor bill the machinations of a power 
combine of big business, the NAM. How 

. it works in behalf of monopoly big busi
ness, while at the same time fooling the 
vast majority of even its own member
ship among manufacturers, has been 
disclosed once more by two articles ap
pearing in the last two issues of the 
official paper of the Brotherhood of Rail
road Trainmen, the Trainmen News. 

I call attention to these articles, and 
ask unanimous consent to have them 
printed in the RECORD at this point as a 
part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows; 
SPENDS MILLIONS To UNDERMINE LABOR-

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS: 
- A TOOL OF MONOPOLY-MINDED BIG BUSINESS 

- (Part I) 

_ The National Association of Manufactur
ers, bitter, powerful, and relentless foe of 

_- organized labor, has been at its job trying to 
beat back labor's advances tor a long time 
now. 
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Since it was first organized in 1895 NAM 
has performed a great many services for ite 
monopoly-minded big-business owners who 
shell out millions that go into its propa
ganda machine and come out as "influence" 
exerted on thousands of unknowing and 
unsuspecting voters. · 

The NAM was never so effective as just' now 
when its long years of skillful efforts and 
its vast expendlt-qres of money are paying off 
in the Republican reactionary Congress' sup
port of the Taft-Hartley labor bill. 

WORK FOR CORPORATION BIGWIGS 

When an organization has been around 
doing business for half a century we begin 
to take it for granted. Having satisfied our
selves at one time or another of the charac
ter of the NAM. we have it "tagged" as a 
vicious, labor-baiting, reactionary tool of 
the handful of hard-boiled corporation mil
lionaires-du Pont of the vast du Pont fam-

) ly interests, oil man Pew, Republican bigwig 
of Pennsylvania, Colby of General Foods, 
Weir of Weirton Steel, Hutchinson of Chrys
ler Corp., Hargrave of Eastman Kodak 
Co. and Hook of American Rolling Mills. 

These men, with a few others of the same 
stripe, sitting in the top executive committee 
of NAM, pull its strings, make up the special 
programs to intluence legislation, and ftnd 
the money to pay their ~osts. But how they 
work 1s seldom revealed to the public. Let's 
take '8. look behind the scenes. 

NAM's public relations chief probably re
vealed much more than his bosses would 
like when he boasted in a December 21, 1946, 
interview with Editor and Publisher of the 
propaganda program carried on by NAM dur
ing last year. That program cost slightly 
less than $3,000,000 and an even larger 
amount is budgeted to be spent during 1947. 
Judging by the way in which NAM is spend
ing money right now, its propaganda cam
paign in putting over the Taft-Hartley bill 
has cost them much more. 

·you can buy a lot of intluence With 
$3,000,000, even in a big country like the 
United States, if you know how to spread it 
around. Here's how it was spread by NAM's 
bright boys. 

There were two jobs NAM sought to put 
over on the American people in 1946. One 
was to prepare the ground still further for 
the fight to destroy the Wagner act during 
the 1947 Congress. The other was to klll off 
OPA so that the specially favored few manu
facturers could reap lush profits from the 
sale of scarce goods at uncontrolled inflated 
priees. NAM takes credit for destroying 
OPA. Of course, it had considerable assist
ance in the United States Senate from TAFT 
of Ohio and WHERRY of Nebraska, the same 
two who are by some strange coincidence 
lending such leatlership to the labor bill now 
being enacted by the Republican Congress. 

"When NAM started the campaign (against 
OPA) ," boasts Holcombe Parkes, its public 
relations man, "a survey showed 85 percent 
of the people believed OPA was absolutely 
necessary. In November, 1946, after the 
campaign spearheaded by NAM, only 26 per
cent of the people believed OPA was vital." 

FOUGHT OPA PROGRAM 

People's irritation with (1) the shortages 
of goods when peace came, (2) ·; he offering 
of shoddy merchandise, and (S) the black 
market were fanned into emotional flames 
against OPA by 1,000 talks given to women's 
clubs, foremen's groups, civic organizations 
and the student bodies of high schools and 
colleges by well-coached NAM staff speakers, 
Working through some local manufacturer 
who held a respected position in the com
munity, NAM organizers developed what ap
peared to be wholly impartial community 
conferences attended by the wives of lea.d
ing businessmen, church, and civic leaders 
club officers and school officials. All got the 
sa.Irie intensive cultivation from NAM head
qu·ar'ters, leading to the well-planned con-

. elusion that OPA was harmful, that it must 
go if goods were to become of top quality 
and abundant, and that prices would not go 
high, and even if some of them did rise 
momentarily, they would soon come down. 

NAM saw to securing its results by "tailor
ing" its publications to the special interests 
of particular groups. 

Each group of opinion molders got its 
specific NAM propaganda. "Trends," a 
specially designed publication, went to a se
lected group of 37,000 school superintendents, 
principals, and teachers. "Understandings" 
went to 15,000 clergymen. "Farm and In
dustry" was sent regularly to 35,000 farm 
leaders. "Program Notes" was especially de- · 
veloped to be used by 40,000 leaders in wo
men's clubs. 

But whlle all this effort was calculated to 
get the ground well cultivated and fertllized 
for wid~spread acceptance of NAM's pro. 
grams, "we must be sure that our stories are · 
told exactly the way we want them told," said 
NAM's public relations head. "Paid adver
tising is the only sure way of doing this" So, 
over $1,500,000 went into direct advertising. 
How much good will such a juicy plum pro
duces for NAM among the publishers of the 
Nation who receive a share of it is anybody's 
guess. But it makes doubly sure that good 
use will be made of NAM's clip sheet which 
feeds stuff all ready to go to print to 7,600 
weekly newspapers, and its special publication 
Industry's Views which goes regularly to 
2,600 busy columnists and editorial writers. 

SOME NAM PROPAGANDA 

NAM has made much of its devotion to 
the "American enterprise system." It tries 
hard to make this long-continued build-up 
pay off in its deft use of our traditional 
American opposition to monopoly by seek
ing to pin that label on organized labor. 

But when these big businessmen talk so 
loudly about the American system of en
terprise, how much do you hear them 
shouttng about "free competitive" enter
prise? Who are the corporations who used 
World War II as a means of further concen
trating the wealth of the Nation into st111 
fewE'r hands? Which corporation executives 
refused to expand production facilities even 
when their patriotism was appealed to by 
the President until they were guaranteed tax 
write-offs? Who are the corporations listed 
among the monopolies and near monopolies 
in the exhaustive studies of the TNEC? 
What corporations defy the Sherman and 
Clayton Antitrust Acts. drag out suits 
brought against them by the Federal Gov
ernment to lengthen the time during which 
they can garner monopoly profits? Start 
naming these corporations, and see how 
closely they fit the roster of the inner· circle 
of giant companies making and guiding the 
policies of NAM. 

Let's read the record of NAM! Look at 
these black spots: 

The NAM opposed the child-labor amend
ment. It fought for years to put over on 
the workers and the public the notion that 
their interests were best furthered by an 
open shop in industry and a company-spon
sored welfare program calculated to achieve 
NAM's brand of corporation-dictated in
dustrial democracy. When labor got 
stronger with the election of Franklin D. 
Rosevelt and the introduction of the New 
Deal, then NAM likewise found its treasury 
swollen by the contributions of those in
dustrialists whose hatred of "that man" was 
so intense. 

NAM t~sed the muney to influence voters 
and their elected representatives to oppose 

' workingmen's compensation, the social-se
curity program of old-age pensions and un
employment compensation, bank-deposit in
surance, the Wages and Hours Act, legislation 
offered to strengthen independent competi
tive small business, public-health programs, 
and Federal aid for public schools, and other 
measures which have proved so beneficial 

not only to the common people of this coun
try but to the very business community 
which opposed such legislation. 

DOESN'T FIGHT FAIRLY 

The NAM has every right in our democracy 
to oppose openly such proposals, if it chooses. 
For that is the straightforward, American 
way of fighting. But· a congressional inves
tigation showed that the NAM didn't fight 
fairly and in the open. On the contrary, says 
the La Follette committee, it "blanketed the 
count ry with a propaganda which in tech
nique has relied upon indirection of meaning, 
and in presentation upon secrecy and decep
tion. Radio, speeches, public meetings, news, 
cartoons, editorials, advertising, motion pic
tures, and many other artifices of propaganda 
have not, in most instances, disclosed to the 
public their origin with the association." 

And what the committee considered most 
dangerous to our democratic form of govern
ment was the fact that the NAM's campaign 
of propaganda stems from the almost limit
less resources of corporate tt·erusuries. Not 
individuals but corporations constitute the 
membership of the association and supply 
its funds. 

-Probably few of the people subjected to the 
barrage of propaganda last year in the 1,600,-
000 pamphlets and booklets, sent- to schools, 
libraries, and individuals, the more than 
46,000 showings of NAM films, viewed by over 
600,000, and a Nation-wide weekly radio 
broadcast, could see through the skillfully 
designed curtain of secrecy to distinguish the 
guiding hand and selfish purpose of a few 
dozen giant corporation executives who ma
nipulate NAM so largely for their own ends. 
Yet, this is exactly what happens. How it 
takes place, and with what results, will ap
pear in a second and concluding article. 

WHAT IS THE NATI.ONAL AsSOCIATION OF 
MANuFACTURERS? 

(Part II) 
In the previous article on NAM's program 

of propaganda. we traced how big business' 
$3,000,000 was spent in 1946 to cultivate 
the grassroots of the Nation and intluence 
the Congress to repeal OPA and prepare for 
the passage of the Hartley-Taft-Ball slave 
labor bill in the 1947 Congress. Here we 
sketch the way NAM is set up to do such dirty 
work for a handful of powerful corporations 
which dominate American business. 

NAM was established in 1895, incorporated 
in New York State as a nonprofit organiza· 
tion. Just now it boasts its greatest mem· 
bership, slightly more than 15,000 manufac· 
turing businesses. While only manufactur
ing firms ca-q belong, the interlocking tieups 
with ut111ties and trade groups make NAM 
the "front" and guiding spirit of the power
ful leaders in most branches of American 
business. But more of this later. 

How NAM gets and holds onto its mem: 
bers is of first importance. For members 
spell both political pressure and money for 
NAM's work. No individual belongs to NAM. 
A membership is sold to a manufacturing 
company, and memberships are sold as low 
as $25 a year. Dues are based on the number 
of employees in the firm. Here is one key 
to where the power is lodged in NAM, for 
the old adage applies-"he who pays calls 
the tune." The big boys heading corpora
tions having thousands of workers set its 
antilabor policies and guide its reactionary 
program. 

While NAM has some 15 salesmen in 
the field contacting manufacturing firms all 
the time, selling memberships, the real pres
sure that produces results is what is known 
inside the shop as the chain membership 
program. This is the tough bludgeoning 
device which few even of the most independ
ent smaller businessmen. can afford to resist 
for long. Here is how it wor1ts. The NAM 
staff prepares a letter on the stationery and 
tor the signature of one of its big members, 
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say for example, Alfred Sloan of General 
Motors Corp. He explains ln the letter that 
as a member of a special promotional com
mittee of NAM he wants to tell the firm to 
which the letter is being sent Just why it is 
important to that firm to belong to NAM. He 
asks the head of the firm to write him per
sonally his decision. He very kindly includes 
in the letter a scale of membership fees to 
guide his correspondent in making out his 
check to NAM. 

When such a letter goes out to the heads 
of all the companies which sell to or have 
important business dealings with General 
Motors, such pressure gets results. Under 
such pressure manufacturers become- mem
bers of NAM-but what kind cif J:Ilembers? 
Are these 15,000 firms active members? Do 
they shape the policies and approve the pro
grams carried on by NAM? Should they be 
forced to bear the brunt of public disap
proval of NAM, even though they are really 
only silent, and probably many are unwlll
ing members in that organization? 

In American business a man doesn't often 
get to the head of a manufacturing firm of 
sutficient size to be pressured into member
ship in NAM without having learned one 
important rule of the game-:-to take what is 
handed out by the bigger and mpre powerful 
above him without protesting too much. 
So, whether he likes the reactionary anti
labor program of NAM or not, he seldom 
questions the right of the handful of men 
who run NAM to impose such a program, 
even by dictatorial, Fascist-like methods. 
For NAM is not set up to operate as a demo
cratic organization expressing the will of its 
membership. To be sure, it has a board, 
composed of lome 60 members, which is 
selected to cover the various sections of the 
country and give the outward impression of 
being a representative body. 

The board meets once a month, usually in 
the swanky Waldorf-Astoria in New York, 
except for some few winter meetings held at 
some favorite spot in Florida or in the 
horsey country of Virginia where a few of 
the more powerful-members may be sojourn
ing away from the inclement weather of New 
York. But even these board meetings, which 
are attended by a couple of dozen regulars 
who make it their business to always be on 
hand, are more in the nature of the window
dressing, giving outward approval of the 
program and policy already agreed to by the 
small, well-knit executive committee of big 
business otficials. 

Formerly, big corporation executives held 
the high otfices in NAM and spoke for the 
organization. Then, they began to . heed 
the advice of smart public relations pro
moters, and went underground. They de
veloped a well-studied plan of window dress
ing calculated to impress the public with 
the representative character of NAM. One 
feature was to deliberately select a president 
of NAM who was the head of some compara
tively small but quite reputable manufactur
ing firm. The scheme has worked well, for 
many businessmen are led to believe that 
NAM is not the tool of a handful of giant 
corporations, but their own organization. 

The public hears from NAM's president as 
the representative of a vast number of man
ufacturers who are banded together to pre
serve and strengthen the free-enterprise 
system and the American way of life. While 
the real power in NAM affairs rests securely 
in ·the handful of likeminded, likepurposed 
big corporation executives who compose its 
inner circle in the executive committee. 
Here the program to kill OPA was hatched. 
Here the budget was agreed to for spending 
some $3,000,000 getting ready to put over the 
Hartley-Taft-Ball labor bill. It is this group 
that has fought over the ·years against the 
abolition of child labor, the enactment of 
Social Security,· the levying of taxes based 
on the ability-to-pay principle. 

It is within this inner circle that the l;)lg 
· funds are pledged and raised to pay for 

NAM's program of propaganda, funds which, 

by the way, are tax-exempt contributions, 
for by some means NAM has succeeded in 
convincing the Internal Revenue Bureau 
that it is a nonprofit organization engaged 
in nonpolitical, philanthropic, educational 
work. 

Once agreed to ir the executive commit
tee, passed on by the Board in which these 
executive committee members are the domi
nant figures, NAM has its program and 
budget. The rest is a job of promotion, done 
most sklllfully by a staff of some 300 in New 
York, about 30 in Washington, D. C., and 
lesser numbers scattered strategically over 
the country in offices in the larger industrial 
centers. 

Described thus, NAM appears much like 
many other pressure organizations. But NAM · 
is more subtle and devious than that. When 
it found that the public, and even the busi
ness community, had its organization tagged 
as being reactionary and out of step with 
American needs, it cooked up a scheme for 
hiding itself and widening its influence by 
working through other more local groups. 
So the National Industrial Council was 
created. Sweetened in recent years by an 
annual contribution from NAM of some 
$200,000. to defray certain expenses, NIC fed
erates and coordinates the political-legisla.
tive program of three constituent bodies, 
( 1) the State manufacturing associations 
such as the Dlinois Manufacturing Associa
tion, the Associated Industries of New York, 
the Iowa Manufacturers Association; (2) the 
various employers' associations, such as the 
Employers Association of Cleveland, the Open 
Shop Association of Atlanta; ~ a) the trade 
association group, which is a fede!"ation of 
most trade associations, such as the National 
Electrical Manufacturers Association and the 
Lumber Dealers Association. 

The degree of control tl).at NAM has over 
these several groups varies. On some of the 
most important issues, such as the program 
to destr~y OPA last year, or the Taft-Hartley
Ball labor bUl just now, there is almost 100 
percent agreement. 

NAM looks upon the various State manu
facturers' groups as the means of fighting 
labor within the several States, and as a grass
roots contact which is maintained year 
round. Many of these State groups have 
memberships from the public ut111ties, which 
affords NAM a means of cross-fertUizing, of 
bringing influence to bear on these power
ful business groups, and securing the sup
port of their substantial political organiza
tions both in national and local fights. 

The local employers organizations, while 
powerful in their own towns or States, often 
lack broad program materials and research 
reports, especially dealing with national is
sues. Here, again, NAM finds a profitable 
alliance ready to serve its purposes. 

The national trade associations on NAM's 
list number about 800. While independent 
of NAM, they hold their annual trade asso
ciation group meeting in conjunction with 
NAM's. Broad policy agreements are effected. 
NAM works through these trade associations 
when it is advantageous to do so. For exam
ple, in the 1946 OPA fight, NAM was able 
to get the trade associations to spearhead 
the job. particularly at the local contact 
level, for each association was anxious to 
make the record of having destroyed OPA 
and thus secure higher prices for its mem
bers. Usually, however, trade associations 
shy away from activities which might label 
them as lobbyists. Hence, they are quite 
Willing to let NAM do that part of the job. 

The NAM doesn't just throw into the com
mon "kitty" its $200,000 annual contribution 
to the National Industrial council. Its 
money is spent to maintain the central office 
in New .York, to pay the salaries of the staff 
there and of the councll's otfice ln Washing
ton, D. C. Thus, NAM has a direct hold on 
the activities of the NIC. To further tighten 
this hold, tb,e representative of State and 

local groups in NIC are brought to Washing
ton once a month where they are addressed 
by NAM's staff officers, meet with selected 
Members of Congress and Government offi
cials. Plans for supporting or opposing 
pending legislation are formulated at t hese 
meetings. 

It must be borne in mind that the keynote 
of all these meetings is anti-New Deal, and 
particularly antilabor. One long-time mem
ber of these meetings asserts that, conserva
tively estimated, three-fourths of the time is 
devoted to labor problems. 

NAM doesn't stop here in exerting pressure 
on the people and Congress. It has an excel
lent means of approach to individual Mem
bers of Congress which a-ffords its lobbyists 
a ready welcome by working. through indus
trialist ·friends of Senators and Congressmen 
who are members of NAM. If you haven't 
seen Congress in action, with its Members, 
especlally the 1I}.fluential ones, carrying a 
stupendous load of work that allows them 
little free uninterrupted time, you can't ap
preciate how important it is for the NAM 
lobbyist to have access to the ear of Senator T 
and Congressman H. · 

NAM staff men have developed great sklll 
in using this entree, for they don't want to 
wear out their welcome or embarrass their 
friends in Congress by a too obvious show of 
such close relationships. But even more im
portant is NAM's desire to preserve its status 
as a tax-exempt, nonpolitical organization. 
That is why a very few amongst its large paid 
staff so reluctantly registered under the new 
lobbying law, for, if NAM is adjudged because 
of that to be an organization engaged pri
marily and directly in influencing legislation 
and supporting candidates for office, the very 
attractive bait of tax exemption held out to 
its heavy contributors won't be possible any 
more. 

Shorn of its big contributions, NAM would 
lose its greatest means of effective action, for 
NAM doesn't depend primarlly on the dues 
collected from its manufacturing-firm mem
berships for its program. That way it raises 
and reports. to its members an annual budget 
of from $1,000,000 to $1,500,000. But it has a 
sponsored subsidiary organization, the Na
tional Industrial Information Committee. 
That organization raises some $3,000,000 or 
more a year directly from industry to finance 
its far-flung program of propaganda. To get 
that sizable budget, each State is assigned its 
quota, and the industrial leaders pledge their 
share of these tax-deductible contributions. 

This recital would not be complete with
out mention of the role played by so-called 
impartial scientific research conducted by 
NAM's own research organization, and by 
other atfiliated bodies or kindred research 
bureaus. One of these, the National Indus
trial Conference Board, publishes basic 
studies on a wide range of social-economic 
subjects. They are often done by scientists 
of reputation. They frequently make sub
stantial additions to our knowledge. They 
find much use as teaching materials in our 
schools and colleges. They are quoted widely 
by public speakers. They become important 
data in labor negotiations and court actions. 

Supported by contributions from the same 
group of financial giants as operate NAM, 
working on subjects of great significance to 
NAM. it's small wonder that the product of 
such research agencies bolsters NAM's views. 
They provide scientific facts and the feeling 
of profundity that gives NAM such advan
tage when it quotes scientific research in 
support of its position. For NAM h~s 
learned the value of a big research program, 
and it makes good use of it. 

In the passage of the Hartley-Taft-Ball 
labor bill by the 1947 Congress, organized 
labor faces one of the most hazardous and 
chaotic periods of its existence. It Will in
evitably be forced more and more into poli
tics tQ make its position fully understood bY. 
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the American voters. In this arena of pub
lics affairs, it will meet NAM head-on. In 
its relentless fight against organized labor, 
NAM will not be satisfied even if this vicious. 
Taft-Hartley labor bill becomes law, but will 
press for the complete e-masculation of the 
Wagner Act. Should NAM be fortunate in 
the '1948 eJections and a reactionary Repub
lican administration be voted into office, 
that is exactly what can be expected. For 
NAM was organized by American big busi
ness to ·fight labor. That is what its h ighly 
paid st aff of experts gets paid to do. That 
is what it spends in excess of $3 ,000,000 a 
year in devious and oft-times deceitful prop-· 
aganda to accomplish. -

In our type _of democratic government 
NAM, and any other pressure· organization, 
has the right· to bring every legitimate in
fluence to bear on the voters and their 
elected representatives. The utmost ftee
dom of action .of citizens to organize, to ex
press their views, to petition for redress of 
grievances, to show their approval or dis
approval of their elected officials, are abso
lutely essential to the vigorous functioning of 
American democracy. 

But any pressure organization like NAM 
must accept the consequences of its acts. 
The very foundations of representative dem
ocratic government are threatened f?Y the 
secret. evasive action of an organization 
wp.ich fears the light of full disclosure of its 
sources of funds, its membership, its true 
purposes, its techniques of exercising influ
ence, its paid representatives, how much it 
spends, to whom it accounts for these ex
penditures, and its connections with other 
organizations, dummy and real. 

Any group formed to influence, public de
cisions must be forced by law to work in a 
goldfish bowl. No group intent upon di
rectly lobbying for or against legislative 
measures has the right under existing law 
to be supported from tax-exempt contribu
tions. 

In many of these respect NAM is guilty, 
for, as the La Follette Senate investigating 
committee pointed out, it "blanketed the 
country with a propaganda which in tech
nique -has relied_ upon indirection of mean
ing, and presentation .upon secrecy and 
deception." 

Once forced into the open, where the gen
eral public, the · members of State_ legisla..; 
tures, and the Congress of the United Stat_es 
can see NAM's trade-mark on all its wares, 
it wm be exposed as a tool of a handful of 
industrial giants who have long sought to 
destroy the gaina of Jabot" and thwart the 
advances made toward greater &ocial se
curity and economic prosperity in the United 
States. Once exposed, even the huge funds 
at the disposal of NAM's bright boys will not 
be fearsome, for the plain people have an 
almost uncanny ab111ty to make up their own 
minds in . their own interests. And they will 
soon find that their interest runs counter 
to that of the big business corporation lead
ers who run NAM. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, there 
has been much misunderstanding in the 
country as a result of the propaganda 
which has been put forth in connection 
with this legislation. I have received 
letters from my own State of · Montana 
insisting that I should vote for the legis
lation, but when the matter was ex
plained to my constituent_,s I frequently 
found that I received letters telling me 
that they were entirely in accord with my 
judgment in the matter, since they were 
led to believe that the bill was not a 
repressive bill, and that all it sought to 
accomplish was to correct the few evils 
which existed in the field of labor rei£
tions. I shall not take the time to read 
any of those letters :1t this time, bu_t 

there is considerable misunderstanding 
in the country. However, I wish to call 
attention to some statements which have 
been made by well-known businessmen 
in regard to legislation of this kind. 

H·ere is a statement which comes -from 
a Cleveland manufacturer, Mr. Alexander 
Printz, president of the Printz-Bieder
man Co., of Cleveland, and chairman of 
the National Coat and Suit Industry Re
covery Board, at the June 20 session of 
the twenty-sixth convention of the Inter
national Ladies' Garment Workers' 
Union at the Public Auditorium in Cleve
land. This is a lengthy statement, and 
I shall not take the time to read it in 
detail. I call at-tention to a few excerpts 
from it. During the course of his state
ment Mr. Printz said: 

In those industries in which the worker
employer concord has not reached a point at 
which a program such as that of the recov
ery board can be introduced and developed, 
a beneficial purpose would, in my opinion, 
be served through joint conventions of rep
resentatives of labor and management. This 
would constitute a forum for the interchange 
of views and ideas, not under the stress of 
contract negotiation, but in the spirit of 
mutual enlightenment. • • • • 

Advancement toward an equitable manage
ment-labor relationship in industry in gen
eral cannot be achieved through depriving 
conscientious labor groups of their effective
ness. It is true that jurisdictional disputes, 
secondary boycotts, and similar actions have 
evoked much justified criticism but it would 
be everlastingly regrettable if, in attempting 
to curb these, the very life of wholesome 
unionism were to be endangered. 

I ask unanimous consent that the en
tire statement be printed in the RECORD 
at this point as a part of my ·remarks. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MANAGEMENT SPEAKS TO LABOR 

(Address by Alexander Printz, president of 
the Printz-Biederman Co., of C1eveland, 
and chairman of the National Coat and 
Suit Industry Recovery Board, at the June 
20 session of the twenty-sixth convention 
of the International Ladles' Garment 
Workers' Union at the Public Auditorium 
in Cleveland) 
It is, indeed, an honor to be invited to 

address this great convention. I look upon 
the invitation as tendered to me not as an 
nldividual employer, nor even as chairman 
of the National Coat and Sui"- Industry Re
covery Board, but as symbolizing the admir
able progress that has been made over the 
years in harmonious management-labor re
lationship in the industries -with which your 
organization is identified. 

As a Clevelal_lder, who has been in the gar
ment-manufacturing business here for more 
than half a century, it is a source of par
ticular pride to me that this city should be 
the scene of your triennial meeting. I want 
to join with other of my fellow citizens and 
the industry members of this city in bidding 
you welcome and in expressing the confidence 
that you w111 find Cleveland so satisfaetory 
a meeting place that you will come here soon 
again. 

I had the privilege of speaking at your con
vention in Atlantic City more than 10 years 
ago and again at your noteworthy gathering 
in Boston in 1944. 

Each time you have asked me to speak I 
have accepted your courteous invitation, not 
because I felt that I could make any signifi
cant contribution to your deliberations but 
because it seemed to me .that it .was 'fitting 

and proper that a representative of manage
ment should, when afforded the opportunity, 
report to labor on matters of common con-
cern. · 

Tile fact that there is a community of pur
pose between management and labor in the 
wholesome functioning of an industry was 
cogently expressed a number of years ago, at 
a time of grave depression, by the late Morris 
Hillquit, the able counsel to your union and 
a truly distinguished figure of his time. He 
declared that labor was interested in the 
creation of proceeds by industry; that, with
out such proceeds, there would be nothing 
with which to give adequate remuneration 
to labor. 

AN INSIGHT INTO MANAGEMENT'S ROLE 

It would, I sincerely believe, aid in the con
sistent improvement in worker-employer re
lationship for management t.o accord to labor 
an insight into management's role in the 
operation of an industry. Such an insight is 
made possible in the coat and suit industry 
through the National Coat and Suit Industry 
Recove.ry Board, which serves as a medium 
of common consideration of industry affairs 
by management and labor. The meetings of 
the executive committee of the board, which 
comprises representatives of your union and 
the employers' associations in the various 
coat and suit manufacturing centers . 
throughout the Nation, has been aptly de
scribed by your pres~dent, David Dubinsky, 
as the "Parliament of the industry." 

This is an attitude free of the isolationism 
that precipitates controversies and that 
causes the waste inherent in suspicion and 
in conflict. It is a form of relationship in 
which neither side surrendt"s its individual
ity nor dilutes its partisanship but which 
recognizes the sound precept that labor and 
management are not traditional enemies or 
ingrained adversaries. 

It requires courage for union leadership to 
take part in such a program as that repre
sented by the recovery board. It is not as 
dramatic or col01:ful as are more belligerent 
forms of union ·activity; .i.t does not have the 
popular appeal of fist pranqishing 'or_ saber 
rattling. It is a broad-visioned pattern for 
peaceful progress worthy of the widest pos
sible emulation. 

CONSTRUCTIVE INTERCHANGE OF VIEWS 

In those industries in which the worker
employer concord has not reached a ·point 
at which a program such as that of the re
.covery board can be introduced and devel
oped, a beneficial purpose would, in my .>pin- . 
ion, be served through joint conventfons ~f 
representatives of labor and management. 
This would constitut() a forum for the inter
change of views and ideas, not under the 
stress of contract negotiation, but in the 
spirit of mutual enlightenment. 

Not to presume upon ·your kindness in in
viting me here today, I do, however, , wish to 
dwell for a moment upon the ·true cha:racter 
of management's role as the marketing agent 
of the gl"ist of the skill and effort of an in
dustry's workers. An outline of manage
ment's dutles in the apparel industry quick
ly discloses it to be a many-sided, arduoua 
job that merits the respect, not of labor 
alone, but of the public as well. 

It is management's task to utilize to the 
utmost its knowledge and ingenuity, not 
merely in intralndustry conipetitien but in 
the broader lntercommodlty rivalry. 

Management in the apparel industry does 
not rest upon laurels of the past; it recog
nizes the fact that each season poses a sep
arate challenge. Fabric and other resource 
markets must be exhaustively studied and 
conclusions concerning them must be sup
ported by substantial investment. Manage
ment D,?.Ust direct extensive .styling activities, 
hazarding a sizable part of its capital in the 
preparation of its lines. Management mu·st 
engage in intensive merchandising and dis-
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tribution procedure and must underwrite and 
coordinate a great many other functions that 
make for lasting good will and for product 
improvement. 

. STABILIZED LABOR CONDITIONS ESSENTIAL 
To enable management to center its atten

tion upon the capable performance of its 
manifold duties, orderly and stabilized labor 
conditions are not m&·ely desirable; they are 
unquestionably essential. 

It is, indeed, my opinion that the weaken
ing of constructive unionism would be as 
injurious to conscientious employers as it 
would be to labor itself. In an ina us try such 
as ours, made up of numerous comparatively 
small firms, a responsible labor organization 
is necessary to prevent an unreasonable and 
unfair minority of employers from undermin
ing those who depend for suxvival upon the 
m.erit of their product and their service. 

Advancement toward an equitable man
agement-labor relationship in industry in 
general cannot be achieved through depriv
ing conscientious labor groups of their effec
tiveness. It is true that jurisdictional dis
putes. secondary boycotts, and ::;imilar actions 
have evoked much justified criticism but it 
would be everlastingly regrettable if, in at
tempting to curb these, the very life of 
wholesome unionism were to be eadangered. 

The fact that there has been some un
savory union leadE'rship does not justify any 
g-eneralizations that ignore the role of or
ganized labor in our Nation's march . of 
progress. 

LEADERSHIP OF HIGH INTEGRITY 
You of the International Ladies' Garment 

Workers• Unio~ jre to be congratulated upon 
the leadership ol your organization-men of 
high integrity and proven abillty. They give 
aggressive representation to your great or
ganization and although we, as employers, 
disagree with them on many occasions, they 
have our sincere and enduring respect. 

In closing, let me voice my belief that there 
is an awareness among reasonable anu capa
ble employers that str.ong unions, led by men 
of vision and probity, are indispensable to 
industrial or~erliness and stability. 

Speaking out o{my own experience, I with
stood the unionizing of my firm for a quarter 
of a century-from 1910 to 1935. Now; after 
12 years of· conducting a union plant, I feel 
that, despite · the occasional problems and 
differences tha-t are inevitable in any rela
tionship, I would not want to revert to a 
nonunion status and I would view with re
gret any developments that would place 
unionization in our industry as a · whole 
upon a .demoralizing defensive.-

The task of making way for a better to
morrow in our Nation is, properly, a joint 
endeavor of us all. lt 1s the common goal 
of worker and employer-of management 
and labor.- Drastic curbs upon either labor 
or management will not attain this earerly 
desired objective. 

Mutual confidence and good w1ll, as exem
plified by your extending to me the privileges 
of this platform, are the basic essentials for 
lasting betterment for ourselves and for the 
generations to come. .· 

NATIONAL COAT AND SUIT INDUSTRY 
RECOVBRT ~OA!U>. -

·Mr. MURRAY. Reference has been 
made during the course· or the debate to 
a statement made by Mr. Cyrus S. Eaton, 
of Cleveland, Ohio. I wish to call atten
tion to his complete statement. I do not 
think it ha.s been placed before the Sen
ate during the debate. It has been print
ed in the Appendix of the RECORD, but it 
h~s _never been . discussed during the 
course of the debate. 

Mr. Eaton is one of the country's lead
ing industrialists and financiers, one who 
has taken a· great pride in the develop
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ment of industry in the United States, 
and he is recognized as a man entitled 
to speak on behalf of American industry. 
In an article which he has contributed 
to the Chicago Law Review he has much 
to say with reference to the proposed 
labor legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Eaton's statement be printed in full in 
the RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 
Ther~ being no objection, the state

ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
CYRUS S. EATON BIDS CAPITALISTS PLACATE 

LABOR-INDUSTRIALIST WARNS AGAINST LEGAL 
CURBS, CALLS FOR MUZZLING OF THE NAM 
CHICAGO, June 14.--Cyrus S. Eaton, Cleve-

land industrialist-s and banker, said today 
that "to avoid extinction" capitalists will 
"have to make immediatd and radical 
changes in our attitude toward labor and 
our methods of dealing with labor." 

"We will have to begin by muzzling such 
organizations as the National Association of 
Manufacturers and by recoguizing and sin
cerely regretting that there is bad feeling 
on both sides," he said. 

In an article entitled "A Capitalist Looks 
at Labor," published in the current issue of 
the University of Chicago Law Review, he 
discussed labor legislation, saying, "Let no 
businessman be naive enough to believe 
• • • that restrictive legislation will be 
any more effective in bringing about indus
trial harmony than the Volstead Act was in 
discouraging drinking." 

WARNS CAPITALISM 
Mr. Eaton, who has broad interests in the 

iron-ore, steel, coal, and railroad industries; 
asserted that "capitalism cannot survive 
without the support of labor." He added: 
· "The casualness with which we capitalists 

seem willing-nay, even eager-to invite ·the 
collapse of our economic system in · almost 
every industrial dispute for the sole purpose 
of thwarting labor is utterly incomprehtm
sible. Labor not only produces the goods 
and consumes a large part of them; labor 
also has the votes. • • * 
"~en~ually (labor) unity is practically a 

foregoing conclusion. The prospect of labor 
united should . be sobering to even· the most 
embittered and embattled capitalist .. 

"I also bel_ieve we may ultimately see a 
strong al~iance between labor and the farmer, 
accompanied by a tremendous expansion of 
the manufa~turing and selli~g coperatives. 
The effecting of such a formidable combina
tion awaits only . the magic touch of some 

· dy:qamic personality. · · . . 
."Then, if capitalism has not · already gone 

by the board, its continued existence wi.ll be 
completely at .the mercy of an estranged 95 
percent of the electorate." 

LAUDS LEWIS FOR RESTRAINT 
He credited John L. Lewis, head of the 

United Mine Work~rs, an .aftUiat.e of the Amer
ican Federation of Labor, with .exercising wis
dom and restraint during the· soft-coal con
troversy last fall and accused the mine own,. 
ers of working "under cover • • • · fever
ishly night and day to keep a torrent of 
abuse turned on the miners and their leaders 
·through every· channel of publicity and to 
urge all three branches of Government-ex
ecutive, legislative, and judicial-to crack 
down on labor." 

"Throughout the entire time," he added, 
"John L. Lewis never uttered a syllable of 
complaint and never issued a statement criti
cizing anybody." · . · 

Mr. Eaton said the Supreme Court decision 
against the miners "w111 be productive of un
told evilin,the whole 1leld of labor relations." 

In an article in the same publication Sen
ator WAYNE MoRsE, Republican, of Oregon, 

said the American people are "expecting en
tirely -too much of labor legislation as a 
panacea for incustrial ills." 

"I am afraid that to many, both in and 
out of Congress, have misled themselves into 
thinking that a maximum of industrial free
dom in this country aan be attained by put
ting American labor in a strait-jacket," he 
added. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I call 
attention to an article published in the 
New York Times of last sunday, written 
by Mr. C. F. Hughes. Mr. Hughes says: 

With respect to the labor blll, the early 
enthusiasm of industrialists for a restric
tive measure has more or less_ evaporated as 
they view the prospect for more confusion 
in their labor relations and the promise of 
en~ess litigation if the bill becomes law. It 
has been called a field day for lawyers in 
the analyses which have been circulating 
among business concerns. 

Mr. Marquis Childs, the well-known 
columnist whose column appears in the 
Washington Post, on June 11 called at
tention to the fact that the legislation 
would be a feast for lawyers. In his 
stat~ment Mr. Childs said: 

MEAT FOR THE LAWYERS 
(By Marquis Childs) 

The fiood of comment on the labor bill has 
been in terms of (1) politics, and (2) the 
change.a which it will, or will not, bring
about in our system of industrial relations 
over a period of years. It would be well to 
consider for a moment what will happen dur-
ing the next 2 years. · 

The first prospect is for a test in the courts. 
We sometimes forget that we have a third 
coordinate branch of ·our Government. 
Harsh and cynical critics have called the 
Supreme Court a House of Lords which has 
power to veto or ratify legislation approved 
by Congress. 

Organized labor is certain to challenge the 
provisions of the new law in Federal court. 
The machinery of the law courts grinds slow
ly and the Supreme Court is not likely t9 
hand down a decision before 2 years from 
the present date. 
· That means 2 years of comparative uncer
ta~nty while the enlarged National Labor 
Relations Board is trying to administer a 
complicated new law. The members ot the 
Board wnf naturally ·learn a great deal in 
the next few months about the workab111ty 
o~ ~he law . . Presumably they should be·aple 
to go_ to reasonable men on Capitol Hill
men such as Senator IRVING M. IvES, of New 
York-to report what they have discovered 
and then to make the necessary changes. · 
· But next year is a Presidential election 
year. In tpe political foo~ball game of '48, 
labor legislati.on will be one 'of the .issues 
to be kicked E\I"OU-nd. Neither side-the 
Democrats in the executive branch nor the 
Republicans in Congress-.will be able to 
make any concessions to reason and work-
abil1ty. · 
. ' A great deal has been said apout· who 
wm benefit by the new measure. "Slave 
labor," says the AFL in tones of anguish 
paid for at the full advertising rate. A 
charter of freedom for the workingman says 
Senator RoBERT A. TAFT in solemn self-con
gratulation. , 

There 1s one group, however,_ that w111 
benefit beyond a shadow of a . doubt-those 
are the lawyers. A vast new real~ of law 
has been created and battalions of lawyers 
wlll be required to interpret . it~ - . 

The fact is that, in conference between 
Senate and House, a lot of the so-caned 
modernation was ta-ken out of the measure 
adopted by the Senate. This was done in 
part by complicating the legal machinery. 
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A good case for a veto can be made on the 
cumbersomeness of the bill sent to the Pres
ident for his approval or disapproval. 

0~1l of the most experienced men in the 
labor-relations field, whose position has been 
moderate and who has suffered under at
tacks from the unions, made a careful study 
of the effects of the bill. He concluded that 
the functions of the Labor Board are so 
weighted down with new legal restrictions 
that labor might prefer to strike rather 
than resort to sUch- circuitous and difficult 
procedure. 

One of the curious things the new bill 
does is to create an independent "general 
counsel," to be appointed by the President. 
This general counsel has final authority 
over the investigation of charges and the 
issuance of complaints. This man can be
come a czar over all labor, if he chdlses, 
since he can decide what cases should and 
what cases shoUld not be heard by the 
Board. There is no appeal from his decision 
either to the Board or to the courts. 

In a variety of ways, the bill puts new 
hedges around the collective bargaining proc
es,a. Most of them apply only to employees. 
Some apply to employers as well. These are 
in many instances so technical that only 
lawyers specializing in the labor field will 
comprehend what they do. 

In the last analysis, you can say that the 
leaders of organized labor are to blame for 
what is about to happen to them. Their 
foolish, unyielding, ostrich-like attitude has 
brought the omnibus bill. If they had been 
able to agree on certain minimum :&teps to 
correct flagrant abuses, Congress woUld in all 
likelihood have adopted a less complicated 
and restrictive measure. 

The proof of the cake wlll be in the eating 
of it. One test wm be the degree of indus
trial peace which follows. Let no one suppose 
that it is a magic wand waved over the in
dustrial battlefront. The Labor Board, in
cluding its regional offices, has 5,500 pending 
cases under the present law, more than 500 
waiting final decision by the Board in Wash
ington. Under the complicated new law, we 
may see even more industrial strife than we 
have had in recent month!. There is no 
final formUla in law that will guarantee 
peaceful collective bargaining. 

Mr. President, another article which I 
should like to call to the attention of the 
Senate is one appearing in Harper's mag
azine for June 1947, at page 510. This 
is an article by Mr. Charles Luckman, 
president of Lever Bros. Co. Mr. Luck
man has given a great deal of study to 
labor-management relations, and has 
written a very able article discussing the 
road to industrial peace. In the closing 
part of the article he says: 

In the end we must accept one glaring 
truth: Labor unions are here to stay, and, 
whatever our private thoughts on the matter, 
we are going to have to get along with them 
if our Nation is to prosper. We can fight 
them, and curse them, and legislate against 
them, and otherwise belabor the surface of 
the problem to our hearts content; but we 
know deep down that this superficial atti
tude is not going to accomplish any con
structive results. For our own sake, for our 
children's sake, for the sake of the Nation, 
and very likely for the sake of a goodly por
tion of the world, we are going to have to cut 
right down to the fears and prejudices and 
pride and ache for security that made people 
form unions in the first place. 

I sincerely· believe that much can be done 
to allay fears, remove insecurity, and stir 
latent pride by adapting to the varying needs 
of dtlferent industries those programs that 
have almost invariably proved successful 1n 
the creation of healthy industrial relations. -

There are a great many large corpora
tions in this country which have sound 
labor relations. Some of them have not 
had a strike for 30 years. That is be
cause of the enlightened attitude which 
they take in regard to the problems of · 
labor relations. Mr. Stuart Chase, in the 
Reader's Digest for May 1947, has an 
article on this subject entitled "The 
Road to Labor Peace," in which he gives 
some examples of how several large cor
porations have handled their labor re
lations problems, showing that with a 
wise treatment of this subject, and care
ful dealing with the unions, the unions 
can be brought to cooperate and to 
greatly aid the corporations in increas
ing production and maintaining peace
ful relations. 

I . ask that the article be printed .in 
the RECORD at this point: 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

THE ROAD TO LABOR PEACE 

(By Stuart Chase) 
We were talking about the annual contract 

between the union and the management 
which was about to come up for renewal. 
The man acrosr the table from me was big 
and bald, with kindly blue eyes. He was a 
pipe fitter for the Standard Oil Co. of New 
Jersey, and one of the union officials who 
woUld negotiate the contract. 

"Suppose you can't agree, and the whole 
collective-bargaining machinery breaks 
down?" I asked. 

He scratched his head. "Well, it never has 
broken down." 

"But suppose for once it did." 
"I don't think it would make a great deal 

of difference. We'd carry on all right." 
"Why?" 
"Well, you see, we trust each other." 
It sounded natural and commonplace 

enough the way he said it. But what a vista 
that remark opens up on labor relations all 
over America today. "We trust each other." 
They do not trust each other in the coal 
fields, or in the automobile plants, or on the 
water front, in the packing plants, or even 
on the railroads, to judge by recent troubles. 

A big strike ruins mutual trust for a long 
time to come, no matter how the contract 
reads. They can't call one another "profiteer" 
and "exploiter," or "Communist" and "agi- · 
tator"-and expect to kiss and make up in a 
few minutes, after the picket lines have been 
withdrawn. Union leaders and company ex
ecutives haV!'l to live with each other; hate 
caused by the struggle and the name calling 
does not soon blow over. 

Yet, until workers and managers can oper
ate together as a producing team, can any
thing ever be really 'settled? Peter F. Drucker 
puts it this way: "What is needed is a radi
cal change in the basic concept that man
agement has of the worker-a change from 
the rabble hypothesis which regards him as 
an economic automaton to respect for the 

. worker as a human being." 
Leaders of big unions will have to shift 

their attitude, too. And Congress, in consid
ering new labor laws, should aim at making it 
easier for men and management to trust 
each other. To legislate revenge against John 
L. Lewis might cause most Congressmen to 

_ feel better, but if the legal artillery which 
knocked him out should also infuriate 15,
ooo,ooo trade-union members and their fami
lies, the price would be too high. It could 
bring the country close to a general strike, 
which is another name for civil war. 

The labor genie is now out of ·the bottle, 
and 1-).t. cannot be stuffed back into it. People 

in all walks of life are prepared to quit work 
for what they consider to be their rights. 
The vitality of thi.s mass movement can hope
fully be led into constructive channels, but 
it cannot be suppressed by passing laws. It 
is too late for that. 

1 would like to see Congress make a care
ful investigation of the labor problem. The 
industrial woods are full of good labor
management programs; some have been oper
ating for many years. All kinds of helpful 
plans are available if one has the patience 
to look for them. 

Take, for example, the experience of the 
men's clothing industry, where the union 
took the initiative for industrial peace, and 
t·~e experience of the Standard Oil Co. of New 
Jersey, where management took the initiative. 
In neither case has there been a serious strike 
for 30 years. 

In the first instance, the late Sidney Hill
man led the Amalgamated Clothing Workers 
Union, after years of violence ln a sweated 
business, into a policy of actively cooperating 
with employers to keep the industry prosper
ous. A sick industry means unemployment 
and low wages. Management and union un
der Hillman's urging combined to hire pro
duction engineers to increase efficiency. The 
union did not stop making· demands, but it 
went easy on employers who were in financial 
difficUlties. On one occasion it loaned a large 
clothing manufacturer a substantial amount 
and saved him from bankruptcy. Why not? 
A bankrupt employer means men on the 
street. 

In Standard Oil of New Jersey, manage
ment took t~e lead. Somebody had to do 
something, for labor relat ons in 1916 were 
spectacularly bad. Two big strikes within a 
year had flared into pitched battles, wi~h 
dead and wounded on both sides. One of the 
demands of the strikers read: "We request 
humane treatment· at the hands of the fore
men and superiors in place of the brutal 
ltlcking and punching we now receive with
out provocation." This charge may or may 
not have. been true, but the men felt that 
it was. 

Yet, in 1946 a pipe fitter could ten me that 
worker and comp~ny could get along, no 
matter what happened to the coliective
bargaining machinery, because "we trust each 
other." That is a big change. 

My chief impression as I visited the Jersey 
Standard refineries recently was the absence 
at tension. Seldom have I found a company 
with such a friendly and democratic atmos
phere. Nobody seemed to be pushing any
body around. 

My impressions were backed up by a series 
of worker-opinion polls conducted by Eima 
Roper, who sampled about l~,OJ0 emplo!·ees 
with some 35 questions. The results showed 
clearly that the workers likEd their jobs, their 
fellow workers, the top management, their 
foremen, the promotion system, and the com
pany benefit policies. Though Negro work
ers, women workers, and technicians were 
somewhat less satisfied than the others, it is 
impossible to study the reports without be
ing convinced that men and management 
have somehow established a unique atmos
phere of mutual trust. · 

In the fall of 1945, 60,000 oil workers de
clared a strike. It hardly touched Jers·ey 
Standard's many plants; one small plant in 
Texas shut down for 8 days, and that was 
all. We also note that 92 percent of all 
former employees in the armed services have 
headed back to the company upon release. 
The ratio for all American companies is about 
50 percent. We find labor turn-over rates 
phenomenally low at Standard. In one re
finery 75 percent of the men have been with 
the company for more than 20 years. 
_ How did this all come about? First, no 
manager is long retained who doesn't like 
people, and so does not know how -to get 
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along with th~m. Workers are not "hands" 
at Standard, not commodities to be bought 
as cheaply as possiple; they are human beings 
and are respected as such. No matter how 
competent a boss may be in the technology 
of oil, if he is not competent in human rela
tions he does not hold his job. 
· Secondly, management has been on its toes 
to invent not only new methods for cracking 
gasoline but new me.thods for dealing fairly 
with people. Here is a partial list: 

1. Provision for regular joint conferences 
between management and workers' represent
atives. 

2. Machh:i.ery for handling grievances rap
idly-before they snowball to enormous pro
portions. Appeal can be taken by an ag
grieved worker right up to the president of 

·the company. 
3. A personnel department charged with 

working out fair rules for hiring, firing, trans
fer, and for counseling workers, with no dis
crimination. Lists of Bfl)ecific offenses for 
which a worker can be discharged are pub
lished for all to see. For offenses that are 
not on the Ust a foreman cannot arbitrarily 
fire a man. · 

4. Real collective-bargaining machinery for 
the independent unions and the >Six CIO and 
four AFL locals. -
· 5. A firm polioy of paying prevailing wages 
or better. 

6. Generous sickness, accident, death, and 
disab1lity benefits. -
. 7. Training schools for workei's who want 
to better their positions. 

8. Promotion according to both .ability and 
seniority. 

9. A special savings plan for .workers, to 
which the company makes substantial con
tributions. 

10. A coin-your-ideas plan, to stimulate 
improved methods and inventions by em
ployees. 

11. A policy of letting employees know well 
in advance of unavoidable lay-offs. . 

12. A policy of printing all major provisions 
concerning labor-management relations, and 
distributing the list to employees, so that 
they have the company's promised word in 
black and white. 

There are still disagreements at Standard, 
of course, but no abiding hate. "Sure we get 
mad at each othEli'," said a plant manager to 
me. "I get mad as hell. And John here
pointing to the president of the union-he 
gets mad as hell. . But we're careful not to 
get mad at the same time." 

It must be remembered that all '~his has 
taken place in an expanding industry. More 
and more cars on the roads have meant 
more and more gasoline. Managers can af
ford to be generous and human when they 
are not constantly bedeviled by red ink. 
Things are different in the coal business, 
where losses are the order of the day for 
many companies. Except in wartime, coal 
miners are lucky to get 200 days' work a 
year. 

This points to the fact that one excellent 
recipe for stopping strikes is steady employ
ment. When the worker feels secure in his 
job he finds it hard to "hate the company." 
If something can be done about helping to 
maintain secure employment at a reasonably 
high level, a great step forward in labor rela
tions will have been taken. 

But even more fundamental is the attitude 
of managers toward men. The master
servant relat.ionship is out the window. Only 
a fraternal attitude, where nobody looks up 
and nobody looks down, where men and man
agers look horizontally across the table at 
one another, can be depended on in this 
democracy. 

This is a long way from the doctrine of the 
class struggle. The Communists hold that 
the boss is a special kind of devil, never to be 
trusted. If he seems decent, beware--it is 
only a subtle plot to draw the worker deeper 
into his clutches. According to the Com
munists, the only solution to the labor prob-

lem is to toss the boss out, and let the workers 
run the plant. 

This idea may or may not have been 
justified in. Europe when Kari Marx wrote a 
hundred years agQ. But it certainly makes 
no sense in the America of 1947. Modern, 
high-speed, mass-production economy can
not operate, much less maintain high li:Ving 
standards, without cooperation among all 
groups-workers, farmers, businessmen, gov
ernment. 
. The only possible road to labor peace lies 
through mutual trust between men and 
management. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed a 
statement signed by 642 prominent re
ligious leaders from all parts of the 
country. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., June 17.-A statement 
signed by 642 prominent religious leadsrs in 
all parts of the country urging a veto of the 
Taft-Hartley labor bill will be presented to 
President Truman today. Representing the 
National Clergymen's Committee on the 
Taft-Hartley bill, a four-man delegation 
bearing the petition will arrive at the north
west gate to the White House at 2:15 p. m. 
The delegation will include the Reverend 
John Duffy, of New York City; Rabbi Ira 
Sud, of Arlington, Va.; Father Charles Owen 
Rice, of Pittsburgh; and the Reverend Shel
don Rahn, secretary of the committee. · 

Among those supporting the delegation 
are Bishop William Scarlett, of Missouri; 
Father William Kelly, of Brooklyn; Dr. David 
De Sola Pool, of New York City; Dr. Sidney 
E. Goldstein, of New York City; Dr. Liston 
Pope, of New Haven, Conn.; Father Wilfrid 
Parsons, of Washington; Rabbi Bernard 
Segal, of New York City; Rev. Donald Har
rington, of New York City; Rabbi Julius 
Mark, of Nashville; Bishop Charles K. Gil
bert, of New York City; Rev. Ernest Fre
mont Tittle, of Chicago; Bishop Edward L. 
Parsons, of California; Bishop Francis J. 
McConnell, of New Haven; Rev. William 
Lloyd Imes of Dundee, N. Y.; Father Rich
ard B. Lavelle, of Brooklyn; Dr. Howard 
Thursman, of California; Father Joseph F. 
Buckley, of Brooklyn; Rabbi Manuel Lader
ma.n,. of Denver; Father M. Sidney Rush
fort, of Brooklyn; Father Philip Dobson, of 
Jersey City; Dean Walter Muelder, of Boston; 
Father Joseph Hammond, of Brooklyn; Rev. 
Edwin McNeill Poteat, of Rochester, N. Y.; 
and Bishop Walter Mitchell, of California. 

Catholic members of the committee pointed 
out today that strong opposition to the 
Taft-Hartley bill has been voiced by such 
leaders as Archbishop Robert E. Lucey, of 
San Antonio; Bishop Bernard J. Sheil, of 
Chicago; and many priests in local com
munities throughout the country. The Na
tional Catholic Welfare Conference, repre
senting America's Catholic bishops, in op
p0SiJlg the bill, has said it "will almost in
evitably lead to industrial strife and unrest." 

The formal statement of Protestant and 
Jewish leaders follows: 

"We appeal to you to veto the Taft-Hartley 
labor bill because it would violate human 
freedoms essential to the ethic of both de
mocracy and religion. Basically it substi
tutes Government regimentation for sound 
coilective bargaining and wise attention to 
the fundamental economic and psychologi
cal causes of industrial strife. It is a meas
ure calculated to destroy the real strength 
of a free labor movement by undermining 
basic principles of collective bargaining, 
making the Government of the United 
States a ready instrument of employer re
sistance to legitimate needs of workers, and 
subjecting unions to a process of decimation 
and frustration under Government control. 

"The closed shop and the union shop de
veloped historically as a defensive · union 
measure against determined employer re
sistance to independent unions. Many in
dustries, such as clothing, have combined 
closed shops with some of the best and most 
constructive industrial relations in Amer
ica. But in addition, just as every town 
resident must share the costs of community 
services by paying taxes, so every worker in 
the industrial community bears an obliga
tion to share the costs of collective bargain
ing through the agency designated by a ma
jority of the employees. Just as some towns 
have occasionally enforced tax collections 
under tyranical administrations, so a few 
industries have had closed shops under ty
rannical and dishonest union controls. But 
the remedy · lies, not in abolition of com
pulsory union dues or town taxes, but rather 
in the enlightened concern of free commu
nity and union members. This legislation 
would destroy constructive industr-ial rela
tions already achieved. 

"We look to you for a vig.orous veto 
message." 

SIGNERS OF VETO APPEAL 

Alabama: Rev. A. B. Carlton, Geneva; Rev. 
C. c. Garner, Stockton; Dr. Howard I. Kerr, 
HuntsviP.e; Rev. William H. Marmion, Bir
mingham; Rev. John Bransford Nichols, 
Prattville; Rev. AndrewS. Turnipond, Mont
gomery; Rev. Cullen B. Wilson, Fairhope. 

Arizona: Rabbi Nathan Barach, Phoenix; 
Rev. Francis T. Brown, Phoenix. 

Arkansas: Rev. S. -F. Freeman, Jr., Little 
Rock; Rev. John P. McConnell, Fayetteville; 
Rev. Glenn F. Sanford, Conway. 

California: Rev. Gross W. Alexander, Red
lands; Rabbi Elliot M. Burstein, San Fran
cisco; Rabbi s. A. Dalgin, Los Angeles; R~v. 
Alfred G. Fisk, San Francisco; Rev. Owen M. 
Geer, Los Angelea; Rev. John M. Hestenes, 
Fresno; Rabbi Harry Hyman, Huntington; 
Rabbi Louis Kaufman, Sacramento; Rabbi 
Jacob Levine, Los Angeles; Bishop Walter 
Mitchell, Rancho Santa Fe; Rev. Hu C. Noble, 
Los Angeles; Rev. Edward W. Ohrenstein, 
Berkeley; Rev. Kirby Page, La Habra; Bishop 
Edward L. Parsons, San Francisco; Rev. 
Edwin P. Ryland, Los Angeles; Rev. Alfred 
F. Schroeder, Oakland; Rev. Howard Thur
man, San Francisco; Rev. George A. Warmer, 
San Diego; Rev. Hugh Vernon White, Berke
ley; Rabbi Bert A. Woythaler, Los Angeles. 

Colorado: Rabbi Manuel Laderman, Den
ver; Rev. Samuel W. Marble, Denver. 

Connecticut: Rev. A. N. Avrutick, Hart
ford; Dr. James Good Broun, Ansonia; Rev. 
J. George Butler, Hartford; Rev. Merrill F. 
Clarke, New Canaan; Rabbi Hyman Cohen, 
Meriden; Prof. John W. Darr, Middletown; 
Rev. Lewis H. Davis, Torrington; Rabbi 
Maurice J. Elefard, Hartford; Rev. Meredith 
F. Eller, Hartford; Rev. Richard A. G. Foster, 
New Haven; Rev. George B. Gilbert, Middle
town; Rev. Donald Hamblin, Hartford; Rev. 
Emerson G. Hangen, Meriden; Rev. Earl C. 
Heck, Hartford; Rev. Charles X. Hutchinson, 
Hartford; Rev. Edgar N. Jackson, Bridgeport; 
Rev. Fleming James, Sr., North Haven; Rabbi 
M. Aaron Kra, Ansonia; Rev. Roderick Mac
Leod, Winsted; Rev. Sidney Lovett, New 
Haven; Rev. Harry L. MacKenzie, Greens 
Farms; Rabbi Moses S. Malinowitz, New Lon
don; Rev. Edward L. Peet, Hartford; Dr. 
Liston Pope, New Haven; Rabbi Stanley 
Rabinowitz, New Haven; Rev. Richard H. 
Ritter, Southington; Rev. W. Glenn Roberts, 
Hartford; Rev. Alfred Schmalz, Darien; Rabbi 
Aaron Shuchatowitz, New Haven; Rabbi 
Morris Silverman, Hartford; Rev. Elsie F. 
Stowe, Seymour; Rev. Willard Uphaus, New 
Haven; Rev. Wallace T. Viets, Hartford; 
Rabbi Max R. Wasser, Torrington; Rev. C. 
Lawson Willard, Jr., New Haven; Rev. Loyd 
F. Worley, Stamford; Rabbi Harry Zwelling, 
New Britain. 
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District of Columbia: Rabbi Samuel H. 

Berkowitz; Rabbi David Pruzansky, 
Delaware : Rabbi Joseph I. Singer, Wll· 

mington. 
Florida: Rev. Floyd M. Irvin, Eustis; Rev. 

Edward Maxted, Warrington; Rabbi M. 
Mescheloff, Miami Beach; Rabbi Sanders A. 
Tofield; Jacksonville; Rev. Edward W. Ullrich, 
Miami; Rev. G. W. Washington, Jacksonville. 

Georgia: R_abbi Hyman R. Friedman, 
Atlanta; Rev. David N. Howell, Atlanta; 
Rabbi Charles M. Rubel, Macon; Rabbi Abra
ham I. Rosenberg, Savannah. 

illinois: Dr. James Luther Adams, Chi
cago; Rev. J. Frank Anderson, Tinley Park; 
Rev. Karl Baehr, Chicago; Rev. Frederic E. 
Ball, Seneca; Rev. Ray E. Bond, Chicago; 
Rev. H. N. Brockway, Oak Park; Rev. Hugh 
Elmer Brown, Evanston; Rev. Albert W. Buck, 
Chicago; Rev. Edwin T. Buehrer, Chicago; 
Rabbi E. Louis Cardou, Springfield; Rev-. 
William Clark, Chicago; Rev. Harold E. Craw, 
La Grange; Rev. Paul B. Deferson, Chicago; 
Rev. Herbert J. Doran, Urbana; Rev. Clifford 
Earle, Cliicago; Rev. Fred Eastman, Chicago; 
Rev. Robert Worth Frank, Chicago; Rev. Her
bert George, Chicago; Rabbi David Graubart, 
Chicago; Rabbi Ph1lip Graubart, Chicago; 
Rev. Armand Guerrero, Chicago; Rev. George 
Halsted, Chicago; Rev. Louis U. Huber, 
Jerseyville; Dr. Homer Jack, Chicago; Rabbi 
Solomon Kahn, Chicago; Rabbi Monroe 
Levens, Oak Park; Rev. C. Sumpter Logan, 
Lawrenceville; Rev. Will1am N. Lovell, Chi
cago; Rev. Harold L. Lunger, Oak Park; Rev. 
Hugh S. Mackenzie, Chicago; Rev. Douglas 
V. Machan, Chicago; Rev. Frank B. McCul
loch, Chicago; Rev. William 0. McGlll, Chi
cago; Rev. J. B. McKendry, Oak Park; Rev. 
John Magill, Monmouth; Rev. Paul L. Mea
cham, Carmi; Rev. Carl T. Michel, Chicago; 
Rabbi Jacob J. Nathan, Chicago; Rev. Clyde 
K. Newhouse, Cobden; Rev. Duane Nichol, 
Chicago; Dr. Victor Obenhaus, Chicago; Rev. 
Douglas Patterson, Chicago; Rev. Leslie T. 
Pennington, Chicago; Rabbi Shlomo Rapo
port, Chicago; Rev. Conrad Reiner, Chicago; 
Rev. Frederick W. Ringe, Franklin Park; Rev. 
Orville Sampson, Chicago; Rev. John T. 
Shaefer, Elgin; Rabbi H. Schamban, Chicago; 
Rabbi Mordecai Schultz, Chicago; Rabbi 
Ralph Simon, Chicago; Rabbi Harold P. 
Smith, Chicago; Rabbi Melford E. Spiro, 
Evanston; Rev. Howard E. Spragg, Chicago; 
Rev. Frederick K. Stamm, Chicago; Rev. 
Leroy Stanford, Chicago; Rev. Rolland C. 
Stone, Chicago; Rabbi Shmaryahn Swirsky, 
Chicago; Rabbi Julius Hyatt, Peoria; Rev. 
Walter Telfer, Chicago; Rabbi Benjamin L. 
Teller, Chicago; Rev. Leonard Tinker, Chi
cago; Rev. Ernest F. Tittle, Evanston; Rev. 
David Todd, Chicago; Rev. Alva Tompkins, 
Chicago; Rev. Bernard Vanderbeek, Deer
field; Rev. Philip VanZandt, Chicago; Rev. 
H. Walter Yoder, Chicago; Rev. James A. 
Crain, Chicago. 

Indiana: Rev. F. E. Davison, South Bend; 
Rev. Newton D. Fowler, Gary; Rev. Aron s. 
Gllmartin, Fort Wayne; Rev. Leonard R~ Hall, 
New Castle; Rabbi Eli J. Kahn, East Chicago; 
Rabbi David Korb, Whiting; Rev. R. Lehr
mann, Evansville; Re;·. Hugh F. McGlasson, 
East Chicago; Dr. E. Burns· Marten, ~outh 
Bend; Rabbi Maurice Parzen, South Bend; 
Rabbi Aaron M. Rine, South Bend; Rabbi 
Harry Z. Schectman, South Bend; Rabbi Da
vid S. Shapiro, Indianapolis; Rev. Walter w. 
Shea, Indianapolis. 

Iowa: Rev. Fred Coley, Council Bluffs; Rev. 
Elmer C. Djerks, Iowa City;_ Rev. M. E. Dorr, 
Dayton; Rev. Alped s. Nickless, Davenport; 
Rabbi Irving A. Weingart, Des Moines. 
~nsas: Rev. Ray B. Bressler, TUrou; Rev. 

Drury H. F::.Sher, Manhattan; Rev. Sam Hed
rick, Baldwin; Rabbi C. Manelew, Wichita; 
Rev. J. D. Schmidt, Whitewater; Chaplain 
Harold H. Wilke, Topeka. 

Kentucky: ltabbl B. Brllllant, Louisvllle; 
Rev. T. B. Cowan, Lexington; Rev. Charles E~ 
Craik, Jr., Louisville; Rev. C. M. Hanne, Lou-

isvllle; Rev. Myron Taggart Hopper, Lexing
ton. 

Louisiana: _Rabbi Leo Brener, Shreveport; 
Rabbi Irving L. Goldman, New Orleans; Rabbi 
Moses I. Goldberg, New Orleans; Rev. A. J. 
Scherer, New Orleans. 

Maine: Rev. Lindley J. Cook, Portland; 
· Rev. William E._ Gardner, Bangor. 

Maryland: Rev. Charles L. Carhart, Chevy 
Chase; Rev. R. T. Dickerson, Baltimore; · Dr. 
Nathan Drazin, Baltimore; Dr. Eddy L. Ford, 
Baltimore; Rabbi Mayer Greerberg, ·college 
Park; Rev. John F. McClelland, Silver Spring; 
Rabbi Ulr Miller, Baltimore; Rabbi Jacob 
Pearlmutter, Baltimore; Rabbi Manuel M. 
Pollakoff Baltimore; Rabbi Morris D. Rosen
blatt, Annapolis; Rev. S. Paul Schilling, 
Westminster; Rabbi Ephraim F. Shapiro, 
Baltimore; Rev. Gottlieb Siegenthaler, Bal-
timore; Rabbi I. Tabak, Baltimore. · 

Massachusetts: Rev. and Mrs. Harry Abbe, 
Newtonville; Rev. Ph111p E. Anthes, East Bos
ton; Rev. Clarence F. Avey, Athol; Rev. Fred 
I. Cairns, Needham; Rev. Colin J. Cameron, · 
Amesbury; Rev. Clarence Carr, Great Bar
rington: Rev. Gardiner W. Day, Cambridge; 
Rev. T. ChipmalJ. Day, Littleton; Rabbi Morris 
V. Dembowitz, Boston; Rev. Earl Douglass, 
Boston; Rev. Frederick May "E:liot, Boston; 
Rabbi Alexander Friedman, Worcester; Dr. 
Earl H. Furgeson, Cambridge; Rev. Bradford 
B. Gale, Salem; RabLi Sidney Guthman, 
Worcester; Rev. Clement S. Hahn, Worces
ter; Rabbi Israel I. Halpern, Greenfield; Rev. 
Albert K. Herling, Natick; Rev. L. Earl Jack
son, Somerville; Frof Paul E. Johnson, Bos
ton; Rabbi Israel J. Kazis, Salem; Rabbi Isaac 
Klein, Springfield; Rev. Earl Knudsen, 
Plymouth; Rev. James H. Laird, Peabody; . 
Rabbi Arnold H. Lasker, Holyoke; Rev. Sam
uel L. Laviscount, Roxbury; Rabbi Mendell 
Lewittes, Dorchester; Rev. John K. Mont
gomery, North Quincy; Rev. Garfield Mor
gan, East Lynn; Rev. Walter G. Muelder, Bos
ton; Margaret Munsterberg, Boston; Rabbi 
Judah Nadich, Brookline; Rev. Donald B. 
Nedrich, Denn~; Rabbi Isaac I. Nelson, Fall 
River; Rev. George L. Paine, Boston; Rev. 
Prentiss L. Pemberton, Bo~ton; Rev. Robbins 
Ralph, Northampton; Rabbi Gershon Ro
manoff, Chelsea; Rabbi Joseph Rothstein, 
North Adams; Rabbi Samuel S. Ruderman, 
Fall River; Rev. Victor F. Scalise, Lowell; Rev. 
George Selleck, Cambridge; Rev. Frank C. 
Seymour, Lancaster; Rev. Edwin M. Slo
combe, Lexington; Rev. Arthur B. Soule, 
Marlboro; Rev. Howard D. Spoerl, Spring
field; Rev. John H. Taylor, Sandwich; Rev. 
Fleleree Uluch, Leominster; Rev. Charles c. 
Wellman, Rockport; Rev. William E. Wimer, 
Boston; Rabbi Shalom 8. Yellin, Newbury-
port. . 

Michigan: Rabbi Morris Adler, Detroit; 
Rev. Paul J. Allured, Deckerville; Rev.. Ed
ward H. Bean, Detroit; Rev. Edward W. Blake
man, Ann Arbor; Dr. J. Burt Bowman, Lans
ing; Rev. Oviatt E. Desmond, Battle Creek; 
Rabbi Nathan Gaynor, Pontiac; Rev. Paul 
Silas Heath, Kalamazoo; Rev. Charles A. Hill, 
Detroit; Rabbi oTacob Hurwitz, Flint; Rev. 
Charles C. Jatho, Royal Oak; ·Rev. William 
Klerekoper, Detroit; Rev. Joseph Lindsay, 
Flint; Rev. F. H. Littell, Ann Arbor; Rev. c. H. 
Loucks, Ann Arbor; Rev. N. U. McConaughy, 
Iron Mountain; Rev. F. Ricksford Meyers, 
Detroit; Rev. Paul E. Robinson, Harbor 
Springs; Rev. Ph1lip L. Schenk, Ann Arbor; 
Rabbi Edward M. Tenebaum, Saginaw; Rev. 
Thomas S. Vernon, Bay City. 

Minnesota: Rabbi David Aronson, Minne
apolis; Rev. Warren C. Behar, Minneapolis; 
Rabbi Morris C. Katz, St. Paul; Rev. Karl w. 
Mahle, Medelia; Rev. F. A. Spong, Minne
apolis; Rev. C. A. Wendell, Minneapolis; Rev. 
W. A. Werth, Fairmont. 

Mississippi: Rabbi W. J. Goldman, Gulf
port; Rev. Bert R. Johnson, Jackson. 

Mfssouri.: Rev: Ralpli C. Abele, St. Louis; 
Prof. Elmer J. F. ·Arndt, Webster Groves; Rev. 
Gene E. Bartlett, Columbia; Rev. Clark W. 
Cummings, St. Louis; Rabbi Gershon Hadas, 

Kansas ·City; Rabbi Abraham Haipern, St. 
Louis; Rev. J. H, Horstmann, Maplewood; 
Rabbi Robert E. Jacobs, St. Louis; Rev. s. D. 
Press, Webster Groves; Rt. Rev.· William 
Scarlett,- St. Louis; Rev. Sidney E. Sweet, St. 
Louis; Rev. Edwin Winnecke, Pilot Grove-. 

Nebraska: Rabbi Myer S. Kripke, Omaha. 
New Hampshire: Rev. A. Brownlow Thomp

son, Bristol; Rev. J. Lestel" Hankinow, Dover; 
Rev. Norris E. Woodbury, Madison. 

New Jersey: Rev. Bedros K. Apellan, Fair 
Lawn; Rev. Henry Reed Bowen, Glen Ridge; 
Rabbi Eliezer Cohen, Hillside; Rev. James 
:Pykema, Paterson; Rev. Norman D. Fletcher, 
Montclair; Rabbi Israel Gerstein, Passaic; 
Rabbi Hirsh Goldberg, Jerse;· City; Rev. J. 
Edward Gonzales, Plainfield; Rabbi Nisan 
Heifetz, South River; Rev. George G. Bene
veld, Wyckoff; Rev. Chester E. Hodgson, New-· 
ark; Rev. Richard Jones, Kearny; Rabbi 
Reuben Kaufman, Paterson; Rabbi Gilbert 
Klaperman, West New York; Rabbi S. Joshua 
Kahn, Trenton; Rabbi Sischa Levy, Perth 
Amboy; Rabbi Phllfp L. Lipis, Camden; Rev. 
L. W. McCreary, East Orange; Rabbi Bernard 
Medwick, Union City; Rabbi Raphael Mel
amed, Elizabeth; Rev. Fred E. Mlles, Nutley; 
Rabbi Jacob Nislick, Freehold; Rabbi Ahren 
Opher, Paterson; Rev. Don Ivan Patch, West
field; Rev. Harry R. Pine, Trenton; Rev. 
Theodore A. Rath, Frenchtown; Rev. Walter 
E. Roughgarden, Clifton; Rabbi Mordecai J. 
Simekes, Kearny; Rabbi Benjamin Sincoff, 
Summit; Rabbi Joseph Smith, Burlington; 
Rev. Seaman W. Townsend,- Perth Amboy; 
Rabbi Baruch I. Treiger, Hoboken; Rev. 
Charles Unger, Plainfield; Rabbi B. Reuben 
Weilerstein, Atlantic City; Rev. Luke M. 
White, Montclair. 

New York: Rev. Leon M. Adkins, Schenec
tady; Rabbi Abraham D. Barras, Monticello; 
Rabbi Henry J. Benn, Haverstraw; Rev. Wal
ter L. Bennett, Lowville; Rabbi Jeremiah J. 
Berman, Yonkers; Rev. · Josep:q R. Bogle, 
Schenec~ady; Rev. Paul F. Bollen, Far Rock
away; Rabbi Ben Zion Bokser, Forest· Hills; 
Rabbi Philip Brand, Queens Village; Rev. 
Charles E. Byrd, ·poughkeepsie; Rabbi Jonah 
E. Caplan, Long Island City; Rev. Harold L. 
Clark, Rochester; Rabbi Jacob Cohen, Tar
rytown; Rev. Edwin T. Dahlberg Syracuse; 
Rabbi Josiah Derby, Rego Park; Rabbi Ger
shon Feigon, Tuckahoe; Rabbi Theodore 
Friedman, Elmhurst; Rev. John Gass, Troy; 
Rev. Leo Gates, Livonia; Rabbit M. M. Gold, 
Cedarhurst; Rabbi Robert Gordis,' Rockaway 
Beach. 

Rabbi Solomon Gordon, Jamaica; Rabbi 
Benjamin H. Gorrelick, Albany; Rabbi Aaron 
Greenbaum, Yonkers; Rev. Herman J. Hahn, 
Buffalo; Rev. Charles P. Harder , Greenville; 
Rev. Jo~n H. Hatt, Pleasant Valley; Rev. 
Ralph. N. Helversen, Ithaca; Rev. Paul C. Hoff
man, Lancaster; Rev. E. Robert Hughes, 
Franklinville; Rev. Paul Hydon, Gloversville; 
Rev. Wm. Lloyd Imes, Dund.ee; Rabbi Melvin 
Kieffer, Niagara Falls; Rabbi I. Usher Kirsh
blum, Kew Gardens; Rev. Howard A. Kuhnle, 
Rochester; Rabbi Israel Klavan, Mount Ver
non; Rev. Felix D. Lion, Dunkirk; Rabbi Jer
ome Lipnick, Utica; Rev. Gilbert Lovell, Buf
falo; Rev. Frederick C. Maier, Baldwin; Rev. 
Antonio Marino, Mount Vernon; Rabbi Chaim 
Mesktn, Long Island City; Rev. Charles c. 
Noble, Syracuse; Rabbi William Nowek, Lyn
brook; Rev. Robert W. Packer, Greene; Rabbi 
Menachem M. Perr, So. Ozone Park; Rabbi 
Frank D. Plotke, Kingston; ·or. Edwin McNeill 
Poteat, Rochester; Rabbi H. Elihu Rickel, Buf
falo; Rabbi Stuart E. Rosenberg, Rochester; 
Rabbi Moses Rosenthal, Sufi'ern; Rev. Cuth
bert R. Rowe, Cicero; Rabbi Edward T. San
draw, Cedarhurst; Dr. Paul M. Schroeder, 
Rochester; Rabbi Charles J. Shoulson, Elmira; 
Rabbi Reuben Slonim, Troy; Rev. H. Othe
man Smith, Yonkers; Rabbi Mordecai A. 
Stern, Richmond Hill; Dr. George L. Tappen, 
Binghamton; Rev. Donald B. Tarr, Syracuse; 
Rev. Harry B. Taylor, Syracuse; Rev. Robert 
B_. Thomas, Peru; -Rev. Ralph s. Thorn, Jr., 
Rhinecliff; Rev. Charles E. Vermilya, Bing
hamton; Rev. Carl G. Vogelmann, Buffalo; 
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Rev. Wheaton P. Webb, Binghamton; Rev-. 
David Rhys Williams, Rochester; Rev. Wm. H. 
Willits, Elmira; Rabbi Aaron M. Wise, Rabbi 
Joseph H. Wise, Staten Island. 

New York City: Rev. Paul Abrecht, Rev. 
Charles B. Ackley, Rabbi Abba Abrams, Rabbi 
Ph111p R. Alstat, Rev. Wade Crawford Barclay, 
Rev. John C. Bennett, Rabbi Morris J. Besdin, 
Rabbi Abraham J. Bick, Dr. Beverly Boyd, 
Rev. Clarence E. Boyer, Rabbi Alexander J. 
Burnstein, Rev. Dwight J. Bradley, Rabbi 
Abraham M. Cassel, Rev. Allen Knight Chal
mers, Rabbi Jack J. Cohen, Rev. John W. 
Darr, Jr., Rev. Mark A. Dawber, Rev. Robert 
c. Doggett, Rev. John F. Duffy, Jr., Rabbi 
Mitchel S. Eskolsky, ~abbi Morris H. Fine, 
Rabbi Sol B. Friedman, Rabbi Joel S. Gaffen, 
Bishop Charles K. Gilbert, Ra,bbi Morris 
Goldberg, Rabbi Jacob D. Gordon, Rabbi 
Simon Greenberg, Rev. Donald Harrington, 
Rabbi Isidor B. Hoffman, Rev. Ambrose Her
ing, Dr. John Haynes Holmes, Rev. George L. 
Hood, Rev. Charles W. Iglehart, Rabbi Leo 
Jung, Rabbi Max Kadushin, Rabbi. Mordecai 
Kaplan, Rabbi Abraham J. Karp, Rabbi Harry 
Katchen, Rev. William C. Kernan, Rabbi 
Morris Kertzer. Rabbi Simon G. Kiamer, 
Rabbi Joseph H. Looksh, Rev. Edgar Love, 
Rabbi Nathan Lublin, Bishop Francis J ; 
McConnell, Rabbi Bernard Mandelbaum, Rev. 
John A. Maynard, Rabbi Israel Miller, Rabbi 
Joseph Miller, Rabbi Abraham E.· Mi!lgram, 
Rev. Arthur 0. Moore, Rev. A. J. Musto, Rev. 
James Myers, Rabbi 0. Neichel, Rev. Robert 
Hastings Nichols, Dr. Reinhold Niebuhr, Dr. 
David De Sola Pool, · Rev. Sheldon Rahn, 
Rabbi Herschel Schacter, Rev. Paul Scherer, 
Rev. Marshal 8. Scott, Rabbi Bernard Segal, 
Rev. Guy Emery Shipler, Rev. H. Norman Sib
ley, Rabbi Solomon N. Skaist, Rev. E. Harold 
Smith, Dr., Stanley I. Stuber, Rev. Arthur L. 
Swift, Jr.: ·Rev. John M: Swomley, Rabbi 
Milton Tittlebaum, Rabbi Nathan Toragin, 
Rev. Theodore D. Walser, Rabbi Max Vorspan, 
Rev. Eliot White. 

Brooklyn, N. Y.: Rabbi 8. ~· Barenholt, 
Rabbi Abraham Berstein, Rabbi Jacob 
Bosniak, Rev. John M. Coleman, Rev. Lewis 
A. Conois, Rev. David M. Cory, Rabbi L. Wil
liam Drazin, Rabbi B. Faikelson, Rabbi Sam
uel Finkel, Rabbi Alfred Fruchter, Rabbi 
H. Z. Gottesman, Rabbi Harry Halper-n, Rev. 
L. H. R. Hass, Rev. John Paul Johes, Rabbi 
Herschel Koenigsberg, Rev. John Howard 
Lathrop, Rabbi Israel H. Levinthal, Rabbi 
Mordecai H. Lewittes. Rabbi Isadore Marine, 
Rabbi Morris Schatz, Rabbi Isador Signer, 
Rabbi Mordecai H. Simon, Rabbi Phllip Fatz, 
Rabbi D. Steigman, Rabbi A. Werlfeim,. Rabbi 
Solomon Wind, Rabbi Simon Zipper. 

North Carolina: Rev. A. Wilson Cheek, 
Hickory; Rev. Moses N. DeLaney, Raleigh; 
Rabbi Elllot Erickam, Durham; Rev. D. L. 
Fauts, Weldon: Rev. Charles Jones, Chapel 
Hill: Rev. Thomas Kilgore, Raleigh; Rev. 
Henry V. Lofquist, Sr., Asheville; Rev. D. Mc
Geachy, Montreat; Rabbi A. Manskon, High 
Point; Rev. Henry G. Ruark, Chapel Hill; 
Rev. Lee C. Sheppard, Raleigh; Rev. Thomas 
P. Inabinett, Wilson; Rev. R. E. Walston, 
Grifton. 

North Dakota: Rabbi Abraham H. Allen, 
Minot; Rev. Marvin R. Brandt, Fargo; Rev. 
Hubert N. Dukes, Grand Forks; Rev. Paul G. 
Hayes, Bismarck. 

Ohio: Rev. Edwin Bobbitt, Warren; Rabbi 
Moshe V. Goldblum, Mansfield; Rev. Stewart 
H. Butter, Salinev1lle; Rev. George Gardner, 
Toledo; Rev. Alva Cox. Akron; Rev. B. F. 
Crawford, North Lewisburg; Rev. R. C. Ditter, 
Cleveland; Rev. N. S. Elderkin, Akron; Rabbi 
Louis Engreby, Cleveland; Rev Gerson S. 
Englemann, Cincinnati; Rev. Gustav F. 
Hansser, Spencerville; Rev. Robert W. 
Holmes, Lucasville; Rev. Eldred Johnston, 
Marion; Rev. M. 0. Johnston, Chillicothe; 
Rabbi Nehemiah Katz, Toledo; Rev. Reuben 
M. K!;~.tZ, ,Akron; Rev. Huber F. Klemme, 
Cleveland; Rev. James W. McKnight, Marble
head; Rev. H. Laurence McNeal, Dayton; 
Rev. H • . P. Marley,_ Dayton; Rev. W. w. 

Mathias, Corncant; Rev. Kenneth L. Maxwell, 
Granville; Rev. Leon D. Sanborne, Columbus; 
Rev. John Sommerlatte, Cleveland; Rev. 
Alden L. Stone, Dayton; Rev. E. H. Wierth, 
Marion. 

Oklahoma: Rev. Jackson E. Smith, Tulsa. 
Oregon: Rabbi Phillp Kleinman, Portland; 

Rev. Lloyd B. Thomas, Hood River. 
Pennsylvania: Rev. George J. Baisler, New 

Kensington; Rabbi Solomon M. Barsel, 
Philadelphia; Rev. Herman D. Beatty, 
Chambersburg; Rabbi Samuel Blinder, Wil
liamsport; Rev. Ward B. Booker, Clymer; 
Rev. James E .Bristol, Philadelphia; Rev. 
Burns Brodhead, East Lansdowne; Rev. 
James H. Brown, Parkesburg; Harold 
Chance, Philadelphia; Rabbi Hyman · Chan
over, Philadelphia; Rabbi Elias Charry, 
Philadelphia; Rabbi Pinches J. Chazin, 
Philadelphia; Rev. C. W. Clodfelter, Lan
caster; Rev. Rodney ;F. Cobb, Smethport; 
Rabbi MoJ"timer J. Cohen, Philadelphia; Rev. 
Robert H. Eads, State· College; Rabbi Amos 
Edelheit, Lansdale; Rev. K. S. Ehrhart, 
Brodbecks; Rabbi Maxwell N. Farber. Phila
delphia; Rev. W. Arthur Faus, Clearfield; 
Rev. Edward S. Frey, Lemoyne; Rev. Har
mon M. Gehr, Philadelphia; Rabbi Morris 
S. Goodblatt, Philadelphia; Rev. Maurice R. 
Gort~er, Lansdowne; Rabbi Solomon Gray
zel, Philadelphia; Rabbi Sidney Greenberg, 
Philadelphia; Rabbi William Greenburg, 
Allentown; Rev. Walter D. Howell, Phildel- , 
phia; Rabbi Benjamin Kahn, State College; 
Rabbi Harold M. Kamsler, Norristown; Rabbi 
Jacob Kabakoff, Philadelphia; Rabbi Maurice· · 
I. Kliers, PhHadelphia; Rabbi Max H. L.eader, 
Washington; Rabbi N. Levin~on, Philadel
phia; Rev. Walter Longstreth, Philadelphia; 
Rabbi Reuben J. MagU, Harrisburg; Rev. Wil
lis S. Mathias, Allentown; Rabbi David Matt, 
Philadelphia; Roy McCorkel, · Philadelphia; 
Rabbi A. -Elihu Michelson, Altoona; Rev. 
Ralph N. Mould~ Phiiadelpliia; Rev. R. Ro
land Ritter~ Warriors Mark: Rev. Charles D. 
Rockel: Philadelphla; Rev. W11liam K. Rus~ 
sell, Wilkes-Barre; Rabbi Melech Sehachter, 
Ppiladelphia; Rabbi Morris Schnall,. Phila
delphia; Rev. Dewees F. Singley, Philadel
phia; Rabbi M. N. Stiskin, McKeesport; 
Rev. Newton H. Swanson, Girard; Rabbi 
Benjamin H. Tum1,1m, Philadelphia; Rev. 
Fred D. Wentzel, Philadelphia; Rabbi A. N. 
Winokur. Wilkes-Barre; Rev. Arthur Yeagy, 
Newtown Square. 

Rhode Island: Rabbi Israel M. Goldman, 
PJ,'ovidence; Rev. Hinson V . . Howlett, West 
Warwick; Rabbi Jules Lipschutz, Newport; 
Rev. Horace M. McMullen, Providence; Rev. 
U. Stanley Pratt. Rumford; Rev. Richard W. 
F. Seebode, Providence; Rev. Frank W. 
Thompson, Cranston. 

South Carolina: Rev. Pierce E. Cook, Dil
lon; Rev. F. Clyde Helma, Columbia; Rabbi 
S. W. Rubenstein, Charleston. 

South Dakota: Rev. Clay E. Palmer, 
Yankton. 

Tennessee: Rev. H. D. Bollinger, Nashville; 
Rev. W. J. Faulkner, Nashville; Rabbi Isador 
Goodman, Memphis; Rev. Bernie H. Hamp
ton, Athens; Rev. W1lliam P. King, Nashville; 
Rev. Lyndon B. Phifer, Nashville; Rev. ATva 
W. Taylor, Nashville; Rev. Marshall Wing-
field, Memphis. · 

Texas: Rabbi Rath DeKween, Austin; Rev. 
John C. Granbery, San Antonio; Rabbi 
Emanuel D. •Rothenberg, Waco; Rabbi David 
Tamarken, San Antonio. 

Utah: Rev. Ed F. Irwin, Provo. 
Virginia: Rabbi Jesse J. Finkle, Newport 

News; Rev. Harold E. Kettering, Stanards
ville; Rabbi Nathan Kollin, Richmond; Rev. 
Eugene W. Lyman, Sweet Briar; Rabbi Max 
Koufustein, Danville; Rev. W1lliam Reed, 
Luray; Rabbi Tobias Rothenberg, Roanoke; 
Rabbi Ephraim Shimo:ti, Richmond; Rabbi 
Ira Sud, Arlington. 

Vermont: Rabbi Jacob Hanchen, Rutland. 
Washington: Rabbi Solomon Maim on, 

Seattle; . Rev. Fred VI. Shorter, Seattle; Rabbi 
Lee Trepp, Tacoma. 

West Virginia: Rabbi Samuel Corps, 
Charleston; Rev. Albert C. Hofrichter, Jr., 
Martinsburg; Rev. F. J. Waldrop, Weston. 

Wisconsin: Rev. Oscar M. Adam, Madison;. 
Rev. George R. Bell, Reedsburg; Rev. W. Hess 
Cramer, La Crosse; Rev. August Grollmus, 
Black Creek; Rabbi Irving M1ller, Racine; 
Rabbi Harry Shapro, Kenosha; Rev. Moran 
W. Van Tarrell, Greendale. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, it seems 
to me that much can be done by corpo
rations working along the lines set forth 
in Mr. Chase's article, and there is a 
movement in the country now to encour
age programs of that kind. 

In view of the lateness of the· hour, I 
do not care to continue the discussion 
at any great length. I think that I have 
sufficiently shown by my analysis of the 
b111 that the bill is a dangerous one, and 
that if enacted it will create chaos and 

· trouble in the field of labor relations, 
and the proper course we should follow 
would be to sustain the President's veto. 

Mr. IVES. I ask unanimous. consent 
to have printed in the RECORD a few edi
torials apearing in today's newspapers. 
dne is from the New York Times; one is 
from the New York Herald Tribune; one 
is from the W~~hington Post; one is ffom 
the Evening Star of Washington; and 
one is from the Philadelphia Inquirer. 
They are all most pertinent in connec
tion with the subject under discussion 
and, I think, should be before the Mem
bers of the Renate when we convene next 
Monday. I suggest to - ~ll the Members 
of the Senate· that they read these edi
torials very carefully. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With· 
out oojection, it is so ordered. 

The . editorials are as follows: 
(From the New York Times of Saturday, June 

. _21, 1947] 
UP TO THE SENATE 

· In the congressional elections of last N9-
vember the American voters revolutionized 
the political complexion of the House of Rep-

. resentatives through the recall of 51 Demo
cratic Members and the election of 57 addi· 
tiona! Republicans. Even in the Senate, 
where change is normally a more or less 
gradual process, the results were almost as 
emphatic. The Democratic Party, which" 
had dominated that Chamber by the com
fortable margin of 55 to 38 in the Seve%1-tY· 
ninth Congress, suddenly found itself in pos
session of only 45 seats to the Republican 51. 

No realistic person could possibly have 
misunderstood the significance of that na
tional political upheaval. In allocating the 
responsibi11ty for the Democratic Party's 
heavy losses among the administration's 
various individual policies there may have 
been areas of disagreement, but there was 
little room for doubt that the returns re
flected a widespread protest against the re
luctance of the administration to lay hold 
of the thorny problem of labor strife. 

So sweepi.ng was the popular verdict that 
the President himself publicly announced 
his acceptance of the decision at the polls 
and pledged- his full cooperation with the 
new Congress ip. a nonpartisan spirit. Said 
he: 

"The people have elected a Republican 
majority to the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives. Under our Constitution the 
Congress is the lawmaking body. The peo
ple have chosen to entrust the controlling 
voice in this branch of the Government to 
the Republican Party. I accept this verdict 
in the spirit in which all good citizens ac
cen.t the results of any fair election." 
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How bas the President kept that high

sounding statement of faith in the American 
system of democratic government? 

. Last Monday they cooperated with the Con
gress by :vetoing a tax-reduction bill-the 
first time a President has had the temerity · 
to invalidate such a measure in the entire 
history of the Government of the United 
Stat es despite the fact that it had passed 
in the House by a more than two-thirds 
majority and in the Senate by a margin 
only slightly less. He accompanied his veto 
with a message which was palpably weak 
and unconvincing. 

_Yesterday Mr. Truman went even further. 
Because the Republican majority interpreted 
the November elections as a clear-cut man
date to do something about the labor prob
lem, it has devoted more than 5 months of 
time and effort to the formulation of legis
lation in thiS field. In the process 1t list ened 
to scores of witnesses and took thousands of 
pages of testimony. The measure was de
liberately tempered to the possibility of a 
Presidential veto, which had been talked of 
even before the bill was written. It was gone 
over with a fine-tooth comb in committee in 
both Houses, and particularly in the Senate, 
where members of decidedly pro-labor tend
encies held the balance of power between the 
Republicans and the opposition. It was de.: 
bated on the floors of both Houses~ And, 
finally, it was .checked in. conference, where 
features sttll regarded as being controversial 

· were weeded out. Then it went back to the 
two Houses for final approval. The Senate 
endorsed it by a heavily one-sided count of 
3 to 1 and the House passed it by the over
whelming majority of 4 to 1. 

Throughout all these months the President 
made no move to cooperate with Congress. 
Yet yesterday this Executive under whose 
administration the record of labor-manage
ment strife has been far and away the worst 
in the Nation's history, and who in the 
course of 2 . years in . oftlce has shown no 
evidence that he had a1;1y labor policy of his 
own or any intention of developing one. 
figuratively slapped the Congress in the face 
by issuing his second veto of the week. 
With the veto went a 5,500-word message 
which can best be described as a catch-all 
for every discredited argument advanced 
against the bill over the past several weeks. 

From the time this message was laid be
fore Congress yesterday the details Qf the 
lab.or bUr ceased to be the primary issue. 
By the course which he has pursued through
out the history of this legislation, culminat
ing in yesterday's violation of his O\Yn pro
fessed acceptance of the "verdict of the 
voters" last November, the President has 
ra~ed an issue and presented a challenge 
more important than the merits of the blll 
itself. . 

The House is to be applauded for the un
hesit ating and decisive manner in which it 
accepted that challenge yesterday, when it 
reiterated its position on the measure by a 
count of 331 to 83. The Senate cannot do 
less and still preserve its self-respect. 

·rFrom the New York Herald Tribune of 
· June 21 , ~9471 

THE ISSUE IS POSED 

President Truman, it is reported, penned 
his veto of the labor bill "more in sorrow 
than in anger." The tone of his message, 
indeed, was not rhetorical; it dea_lt with the 
bill in great detail and with every appear
ance of reasonableness. It was not convinc
ing to the House, to be sure, as the swift re
passage of the measure there, by only 1 vote 
short of 4 to 1, demonstrated. But enact
ment of the bill over the President's veto, 
despite the great practical importance of such 
an outcome, would not give the whole meas
ure of . the significance of Mr. Truman's 
action. It would not gage all the prestige 
he has lost among the public at large, nor 
assess all the political consequences which 
are certain to fiow from his recent course. · 

. Mr. Truman did more than -point out cer- . 
taln objectionable features in the Taft-Hart-

. ley bill. That would have been easy; the · 
measure is not perfect. He did more than 
!lOnclude that the sum of the bill's errors 
made it impossible for him to sign. Although 
he involved himself, often enough, in con
tradictions, there was one fairly clear line 
that ran through the :veto message. The 
President attacked so many of the principles 
and practices involved in the bill that at the 
end there seemed little possibility of Presi
dential approval for any labor legislation that 
would alter the status qu9. His only con
structive suggestion was the lame and fa
miliar one-a new investigation from the 
ground up. 

This is a far cry from the stringent "emer
gency" legislation which Mr. Truman advo
cated during the railroad strike, just a little 
more than a year ago. It is almost as far 
removed from the considered judgment of 
the American people, which has been formed 
on the basis of so many investigations of 
the labor situation, so many illustrations of 
the ·mbalanced state of labor laws today. 
Mr. Truman's erratic labor policy appears 
typical of the schizophrenia which atllicts 
his party, whose right wing flagellates organ
ized labor while the left wing caresses it. · 

The issue which is now pased was not of 
Republican making. That party has its own 
divisions, but it has endeavored, with great 
success, to compromise them in bringing 
forth the Taft-Hartley bill. The Democratic 
split, however, whereby the administration 
apparently hopes to win credit both for the 
veto and for the passage of the bill, virtually 
destroys any hope of constructive legislation 
so long as the present relationship of the 
parties endures. While the Republicans are 
still seeking to carry out, in good fai~h. the 
pledges made in •1946, the Democrats have 
preferred to open the campaign of 1948. Mr. 
Truman has ln effect renounced any further 
effort to guide, or work with, the present 
Congress: he has defied the verdict of the 
last elections and the wishes o! a large seg
ment of those who voted for Democratic can
didates. He has precipitated a wasting, par
alyzing struggle that can only end when a 
Republican Congress and a Republican Pres
ld-e~t can cooperate to create a coherent 
administration. 

[From the Washington Post of June 21, 1947] 
• VETO OF THE LABOR BILL 

"The first major test which I have applied 
to this b111,'' President Truman wrote in his 
message vetoing the labor blll, "is whether 
it would result in more or less Government 
intervention in our economic life." He 
found that it would entail more such inter
vention-that it would run contrary to what 
he calls our "national policy of economic 
freedom." This argument has often been 
made by industrialists and labor leaders. 
We did not expect it to be brought forward 
as t);l.e chief justification !or the President's 
veto of the labor bill, for, if it is taken seri
ously, it would not only seem to close the 
door to any comprehensive legislation deal
ing with labor-management relations but 
would also call for repeal of the Wagner Act. 

The Government. became "deeply injected" 
into the relations between employers and 
their employees when it set up the National 
Labor Relations Board. It did so on the 
theory that governmental intervention was 
essential to protect the rights of workers and 
to promote the peaceful settlement of dis
putes burdening interstate commerce: The 

· NLRB h a.s corrected a great many abuses. 
Under its prot ection organized labor has be
come a great and powerful force in the Na
tion-so great and so powerful that it is now 
trampling under foot some of the rights of 
employers and individual workers, which, in 
any democratic society, ought to be protect
ed. But when Congress now legislates to 

correct these abuses, the President rejects 
the measure as an interference with our eco
nomic system. We think that is a shabby 
resort to sophistry . 

If the President really believed that the _ 
Government should not "superimpose bu- . 
reaucratic procedures on the free decisions 
of local employers and employees,'' he ought 
to call for repeal of the Wagner Act. But ·. 
he makes no such suggestion. On the con
trary, he agrees with Congress that some sort 
of labor legislation is necessary. His mes
sage refers specifically to his request of last 
January for legislation to prevent strikes 
from crippling the entire c:ountry. He also 
asks for a "thorough and nonpartisan inves
tigation • • • covering the entil:e field 
of labor-management relations." What 
would be the point of such an investigation . 
if the Government were going to wit9-draw 
from the labor relations field? In other 
words, the President's chief argument 
against the bill simmers down to a careless 
use of emotionally charged words. 

Another test applied by the President is 
that of fairness. He finds that the bill ap
plies unequal penalties for similar offenses. -
Perhaps the bill errs in making the penalty 
for some unfair labor practices on the part 
of employees too severe. They could be fired 
for failing to abide by the rules of fair bar
gaining. Of course, it is impossible to fire 
an employer. He can only be ordered to 
cease and desist from unfair practices, the . 
order being enforced by the courts if neces
sary. Would the President prefer similarly 
to use court injunctions against employees 
violating the rules of fair bargaining? That 
would, of course, run contrary to his objec
tion to further use of the injunction, and it 
would substitute governmental . action tor 
direct employer-employee action, whic)l he 
al!io opposes. But the major point here is 
the insignificance of the unfairness to -which 
the Pr~sident refers beside . the gross unfair
ness of prosecuting only employers for of
fenses against the collective bargaining code 
and giving unions blanket exemption. That ~ 
is the s.ituation that the President would . 
]>erpetua te by his veto. . 

We think that some of the President's 
detailed objections to the bill are well 
founded. The blll would deny supervisory 
employees all protection o! the NLRB. It 
was not necessary to go that far to prevent 
rank-and-file unions from encroaching upon 
the functions of management. 'The tendency 
of the blll -to substitute damage suits for 
grievance machinery, to which he points, 
must also be deplored. We think the Presi
dent makes some telling points, moreover, 
about the weakness of the provisions de,
signed to cope with national emergencies 
of the type that John L. Lewis is wont to 
infilct upon the country. Even this inade
quate section, however, would enable Mr. 
Truman to use the fact-finding and public
pressure technique during the 75;.day period 
in which st_rikes imperiling the national 
health and safety could be halted by injunc
tion. ·If the veto is sustained, it will leave 
him stripped of any statutory power to cope· 
with such emergencies. -

One other disturbing fact about the mes
sage is that the President was not satisfied 
to object to the real weaknesses of the Taft
Hartley bill. He lambasted even such rea
sonable provisions as that for the regulation 
of union welfare funds. And he stooped to 
the technique of putting the most extreme 
interpretation on · some provisions of the 
bill in order to inake them appear obnoxious. 
Some experts say there is no warrant for. 
his assumption that the b1ll would force 
unions to strike or to boycott if they wished 
to have a jurisdict ional dispute settled by 
the NLRB. Mr. Truman saw danger of safety 
provisions and rest-period rules· being thrown 
out under the provision making . "feather 
bedding" an unfair labor practice. He says 
the way would be open for dismissal of 
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employees on the pretext ·of a slight infrac
tion of shop rules. But these complaints 
seem to us an insult to the NLRB, which 
would administer the act. One has to as
sume that any measure wm be administered 
intelligently and not in the most arbitrary 
fashion conceivable. 

If the President's views, particularly on 
the section of the bill dealing with national 
emergencies, had been expressed months or · 
even weeks ago in a conference with Senate 
leaders, they might have resulted in some 
improvement in the bill. But the President 
did not initiate such a conference, and con
gr~ssional leaders did not see·~ his coopera
tion. Not until yesterday did he call a group 
of legislators to the White House for a frank 
discussion, and that eleventh-hour bid for 
support can have little hearing upon ·the 
outcome. For even Senators who may be 
BPlenable to persuasive arguments before 
they have publicly voted can scarcely afford . 
to reverse themselves after a visit to the 
White House. 
._/We cannot escape the conclusion that the 
President ·has played his cards with singular 

. lack of skill. The weakness of ·hiS- position 
was indicated when the House voted nearly 
4 to 1 to override his veto. We think the 
Senate wm be well advised to do likewise. 
It is apparently impossible now to keep tJ;lis 
economic issue out of 1948 politics. But we 
suspect that the fight will be less turbulent 
and lees damaging to our economy and our 
position of ·democratic leadership in · the 
world if the labor bill becomes law. 

[From the Washington. Evening Star of 
June 21, 1947) 

A POLITICAL· VETO 

· There i1 nothing in the President's veto · 
of the Taft-Hartley labor bill which coun
teracts the impression that his disapproval 
rests primarily on political considerations. 

On Tuesday Mr. Truman said that he 
had not yet read the bill as finally passed 
and that his mind wa.S st111 open. Two 
days later he had made up his mind 
against the bill and was drafting a 6,000-
word veto message which consisted for the 
most part of sweeping and unsupported 
generalities. Congress spent months work
ing on this measure. But the President . 
found in it not a single provision worthy 
of commendation. He simply denounced it 
from beginning to end. 

It is not feasible here to review either 
the bill or the veto message point by point. 
But there is one point which serves _to il
lustrate the character of the bulk of Mr. 
Truman's statement. 

He denounced as being . ine1Iective and 
discriminatory the section aimed at major 
strikes which imperil the national health 
and safety. It is true that this section does 
not prohibit and would not necessarily pre
vent such strikes. In its essentials, how
ever, it provid-es for a board of inquiry to 
investigate and report publicly on the facts 
of the dispute; it empowers the Attorney 
General to obtain an injunction which 
would postpone such a strike for a maximum 
of 80 days, and it authorizes a secret vote 
by the workers as to whether they wish to 
accept the employer's last o1Ier of terms. 

If this verdict were in the negative the 
strike could be called. The President con
demns this as ine1Iective, although the only 
effective alternative would be compulsory ar
bitration, which he also opposes. 

In this connection, it is interesting to turn 
back to a "fact-finding" proposal which the 
President himself made some 2 years ago, and 
which he discussed in January of 1946 in a 
radio address. 

With respect to strikes vitally affecting the 
national public interest, the President asked 
authority for a Government commission to 
step in, ascertain all the facts and report 
them to the people. Meanwhile, he wanted 
Congress to impose by law a 30-day "cooling 
oft'" period _in which the workers could not 

strike. And he was confident that the force 
of public opinion, once the public knew the 
!acts, could assert itself in "a practical way." 

Now there is no important di1Ierence be
tween that proposal, desired by the President 
2 years ago, and the provision in the Taft
Hartley bill, for which he has not a single 
good word to say. Yet in 1946 he chided the 
legislators for not giving him what he wanted. 
"I had hoped," he said, "that the Congress 
either would follow my recommendations. or _ . 
would at least propose a solution of its own. 
It has done neither;" · 

But the President was even more emphatic 
later on in that speech when, referring to 
~is labor plan and other legislative proposals, · 
he declared: "If the measures which I have 
recommended to accomplish these ends do 
not meet the approval of the Congress, tt is 
my fervent wish-and I am sure that it 1a 
the wish of my fellow citizens--that the Con
gress formulate measures of its own to carry 
out the desired objectives. That is definitely 
the responsibillty of the 'Congress . What 
the American people want is action." 
. When Congress acted, however, what did 

the President do? When the legislators 
passed the Case labor b111, shortly before 
last year's elections,' he Tetoed it. Now that 
the Taft-Hartley bill has been passed, and 
with a Presidential political campaign be
ginning to take form, he_ vetoes. that. And 
this in tLe face of the fact that the people, 
through their Representatives in the House_, . 
have expressed repeatedly for 9 years their .. 
desire for new labor legislation-only to be 
thwarted time and again by an administra
tion-controlled Senate Labor Committee or 
a Presidential veto. 

The strength of this sentiment for a 
change is shown ·by the crushing House vote 
to override this latest veto---331 to 83. On 
this issue· the President could not even mus
ter a majority of his own party, the Demo
cratic vote being 106 to override and only 71 
to sustain the veto. 

These are facts and figures which argue 
persuasively that the President is catering 
to pressure groups and ignoring the wishes 
of the people of the country. The people 
want a new deal in labor legislation. There 
is real need for a revision of the labor laws. 
The Senate should see to it that the change 
is made by· joining with the House in over
riding this political vet<?. 

[From the Philadelphia Inquirer) 
HOUSE OVERRIDES A POLITICAL VETO 

F0r the second time· within a. week Presi
dent Truman has used his veto to play poli
tics with the country's welfare. 

He got away with it in blocking tax relief. 
Yesterday he received a sharp rebuke when 
the House gave a thunderous "no" to Mr. 
Truman's attempted dictation by overriding 
his veto of the labor-reform b111 with a vote 
of 331 to 83. 

To their credit, 106 members of the Presi
dent's own party joined with their Republi
can colleagues in refusing to cringe be~.ore 
the threat of the labor-union bosses. 

As for President Truman, he has opened 
his campaign for reelection a year ahead of 
time. In typical New Deal fashion he has 
made a bold bid for support by a special 
group of the electorate which seeks to main
tain its exclusive privileges that have wrought 
grave injury to the rest of our people. 

Never before has the Nation witnessed such 
a powerfully organized pressure drive as has 
been waged !or weeks and months against 
this imperatively needed legislation. 

Never in our history has there been such 
an outpouring of misleading propaganda, 
fraudulent on its face, as that utilized by op
ponents of labor relations reform and brought 
to bear, first upon Congress and then upon 
the occupant of the White House. 

And never, be it said, had Mr. Truman, 
since he assumed his high· omce, a clearer 
opportunity to make good his pledge to coop-

erate with Congress "for the welfare of all 
our people." 

By his action yesterday that pledge has 
become a mere scrap of paper. By his sur
render to the organized labor pressure group 
he has launched his own drive for the votes · 
which he hopes will keep him in his position 
of power. 

This conclusion, aroused by the President's 
veto of tax relief which he was unwilling to 
have granted this year by a Republican Con
gress, is confirmed by his attempts to tor
pedo relief from the gross abuses perpetu
ated by our unfair labor laws. 

As for Mr. Truman's wordy message :to 
Congress, in which he tries to justify his · 
latest antipublic veto, it is less a message 
thr-n a mess-of quibbling technicalities 
about the new set-up of the NLRB, of charges 
that it would be dimcult to enforce, that 
it would give rise to endless litigation, and 
so on. 

He does grudgingly admit the need for . 
"some" new labor legislation and "heartily 
condemns" abuses by either unions or em
ployers. But from start to finish there is 
not one word about the constant invasion 
of the rights of employers and the public 
by the labor monopoly which present one
sided laws have so ftrmly intrenched. 

On the contrary, Mr. Truman's chief com- · 
plaint against this bUlls that it would reverse · 
our national labor policy." · A policy that 
says labor can do no wrong, that the em- . 
player has no standing before the Labor 
Board except as a defendant, that unions · 
can indulge in practices for which any other -
group or individuals would be punished, 
needs to be reversed. · 

He asserts that this b111 would cause 
"more strikes, not fewer." · How about the ·
tripling of strikes· under the Wagner Act? 
He says thls measure would cause confusion 
by nullifying thousands of existing contracts. 
Did he read the bill? It provides for con
tinuance of closed-shop contracts until they 
expire. If signed during the first 60. days . 
after the bill becomes a law, they could 
continue for a year, 

Whatever the ultimate fate of this ftrst 
attempt by a Congress in many years to 
reestablish labor relations on a basis fair · 
to· all, to open · the way for' the peaceful 
adjustment of disputes before they reach · 
the strike stage and .imperil the general 
health and safety and the Nation's pros
perity, President Truman's record of oppo
sition to these pressing reforms wlll still 
stand. 

He has made his choice. It is to put pol1- · 
tics above the people's welfare, to choose the 
worse, not the better part. His eyes are 
fixed on 1948. And it will be a sad day for 
the country if his ambitions are fulfilled. 

Mr. JOHNSTON · of South Carolina. 
Mr. P;esident, I have some material here 
which I had desired to insert in the REc
ORD by reading it, but inasmuch as the 
Senate has -already agreed on an hour 
when the vote on the bill will be taken, 
I do not deem it necessary to take up 
any extended time of the Senate; but I 
do wish it made clear at this time the 
position I take in regard to the veto by 
the President. 

I have contended all along that the 
proposed legislation would not perform 
the miracle which a great many ·people 
thought it would, or at least said it would. 
I am one who believes it is going to bring 
about a great deal of confusion in the 
labor field. I entertain that feeling be
cause I am fully convinced, from per
sonal experience, that it is not possible 
to force a human being into agreeing 
with another against his will. 
- Another thought is that problems, as 
between capital and labor, cannot be 
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solved by legislation. That is a foregone 
conclusion, so far as I am concerned. I 
speak again from personal experience, 
having been-a laborer for 10 or 12 years, 
and having observed the feeling that ex
ists between capital and labor. 

That feeling cannot be broken down 
by one piece of legislation. When an at
tempt ie made to pass legislation taking 
away the rights of the laboring people, 
at this particular time, when they have 
done such a wonderful job in the past in 
building up the United States, so that 
today it is one of the richest and most 
outstanding nations in the world, I fear 
it will be a step backward if we vote 
otherwise than to sustain the President's 
veto. I think the President in his mes
sage to Congress has explained in a great 
many ways how this legislation will bring 
about ·confusion, and chaos in the field 
of labor and management. 

This measure, House bill 3020, has been 
returned by the President to Congress 
without his approval; and I, for one, am 
going to vote to sustain his veto. I urge 
upon this body that it join with me and 

· do likewise. 
I am going to try to prevent this bill 

from becoming law because I think it is 
a viciously misleading measure. It is 
long and complicated, and the skill · of 
expert draftsmen has been lavished upon 
it, so that its true antilabor character 
is masked behind technical language 
that only a trained lawyer can under-. 
stand, and then only after careful study 
and painstaking analysis. Although its 
proponents, supporters, and sponsors 
have characterized it as mild, reason
able, and fair, its true purpose is to 
turn the Federal Government into an 
instrument of oppression against organ
ized labor. This is no empty accusation, 
as I shall presently show. 

Furthermore, it will not even accom
plish what has been urged as its most 
immediate purpose. It will not enable 
the Government to deal effectively with 
a coal strike after the mines are returned 
to private ownership. We have been elo
q~ntly told that it is now or never; that 
if this bill does not become law the Gov-· 
ernment will be impotent in the face of 
the diabolical ingenuity of the head of 
the miners' union. I assert, Mr. Presi
dent, that this bill will deliver the coun
try directly into ~s hands. 

In the first place, we are all well aware 
that coal mining is an unusually haz
ardous employment, even under the best 
of conditions. Stripping old mines is 
especially dangerous. as we have recently 
been reminded by the Centralia disaster. 

Safety standards in mines, under State 
laws, are notoriously honored more in the 
breach than in the observance, and Fed
eral standards are only advisory and may 
be ignored with impunity. When criti
cism was made of the Federal Govern
ment because of what occurred in llli
nois, condemnation should have been 
made of the State of Illinois for its failure 
to do its duty in the inspection of the 
coal mines. That condemnation should 
not have been directed against the Fed-
eral Government. _ 

But this bill provides that if workers 
quit work. in good faith singly or collec
tively, because of_ abnormally hazardous 

conditions at the place of their employ
ment, their action is not a strike within 
the meaning of the bill. If Mr. Lewis 
calls his strike in July and keeps his 
miners out because their working con
ditions are unsafe, the emergency pro
visions of the bill would not even apply, 
unless, I suppose, it could be satisfac
torily shown that.the required good faith 
was absent. In view of the facts con
cerning the hazards · of coal mining, of 
which the courts might well take judicial 
notice, I submit, Mr. President, that such · 
a challenge to the good ~faith of the 
miners would be diftlcult to sustain. 

But even if the strike involves declared 
issues other than safety, and even if the 
emergency provisions are invoked, will 
they keep or restore the peace between 
miners and operators and keep the Na
tion supplied with coal? They will not, 
and I shall show you why. 

Suppose the strike is called and begins 
in the middle of July. The President. 
forthwith appoints an emergency board 
of inquiry with subpena ·powers, which 
investigates the situation and makes a 
report. The miners are still out at that 
time, so tpe President directs the Attor
ney General to apply for an injunction 
to send them back to work. We can 
estimate that thus far 2 weeks have been 
consumed. Now the parties are required 
to sit. down and bargain, with the Fed- _ 
eral Mediation Service as intermediary, 
and to try to settle their dispute in 60 
days. Can we imagine that they will 
succeed? The employers will not have 
the incentive to bargain through to a 
closed deal, because they will know that 
the miners are powerless to strike dur
ing that period. The miners, for their 
part. will be free to assume that any 
offer made them during the 60 days will 
not be the best they can get. and will 
therefore be inclined to hold out. I think 
that would be the natural tendency. I 
think· the recommendations of the Medi• 
ation Service are in no way binding on 
the parties. At the end of the 60.-day 
period, the miners and the operators are 
still stalemated. _ 

During all this time, the Board of In
quiry has been reconvened, and at tbe 
end of the 60 days it reports to the Presi
dent the current status of the dispute, 
the positions of the parties. and the em
ployer's last offer of settlement. We may 
note, by the way, that the Board has 
no power to make any recommendations 
at any time. 

The dispute being no nearer settle
ment, the National Labor Relations 
Board within the next ·succeeding 15 
days is required to take a secret ballot 
of the employees of each employer sepa
rately, to determine whether they wish 
to accept his last offer as stated by him. 
I commend the childlike confidence of 
the sponsors of the bill in the efficacy of 
a ballot of this kind as a deterrent 
against strikes. It requires more cour
age than I confess I have, to fly in the 
face of experience in that way, ignoring 
the dismal record of the failure of simi
lar provisions of the War Labor Disputes 
Act to accomplish this effect. But per
haps there is more in this than meets the 
eye. Perhaps it is a deliberate strategy 
to permit, or even encourage, the break-. 
down of any progress that might have 

been made toward settlement by indus
try-wide bargaining in the 60-day period 
by requiring separate offers from each 
employer to be voted on by his employees. 

After the balloting has been concluded, 
the National Labor Relations Board cer
tifies the results to the Attorney General 
within the next 5 days. He then moves 
the court to dissolve the injunction, and 

· the motion is granted. 
Let us now review the timetable of 

these proceedings. We have assumed a 
2-week period for the initial investiga
tion and securing the injunction. which 
brings us to the end of July. Sixty days 
for neg<>tiations, and further investiglt
tion carries it over to close to the end 
of September; another 15 days for voting 
brings us to the end of the second week 
in October; and 5 days to secure the dis
solution of the injunction makes it the 
third week in October by the time the 
barest minimum requirements of the .law 
have been fulfilled. By the third week 
in October, fall is well under way, and 
the cold-weather season is approaching. 
Mr. Lewis is now free to call his miners 
out again, and the Government could 
hardly have chosen a better time for him 
to do so. 

Of course, what I have said so far has 
left entirely out of r::onsideration the 
possibility that there might be some issue 
involved that would further complicate 
matters-a union security demand, for 
example. .Even if there were no opposi
tion from the employers to this particu
lar demand. the Government could not 
possibly sponsor a settlement and a con
tract until the union was qualified to ask 
for union security. This would place the 
Government in a neat dilemma. It would 
either have to postpone using its emer
gency powers until two elections had 
been conducted by the National Labor 
Relations Board-one to qualify the· 
union as bargaining representatives and 
one to establish its eligibility for · union 
security-or risk exhausting the emer
gency powers before the union was in a 
legal position to agree on all contract 
terms. I would not venture to predict 
the time these · proceedings would con
sume. I think, however, that I have ef.:. 
fectively shown the uselessness of this 
bill in the face of a possible coal strike, 
except as an elaborate exercise in ex-
pensive futility. .. 

The reason I mention the coal strike· 
is because the Nation today is led to .be
lieve that if the pending -bill is enacted
into law all matters connected with coal 
strikes will be taken care of. I want the 
people of the Nation to know that the 
bill will not become· law and go on the 
statute books with my approval, with 
the people believing that they are getting 
something that will prevent John L. 
Lewis from calling a coal strike. They 
are getting nothing in that particular 
field. 

I shall go on now to discuss in further 
detail my principal objection to this 
bill: That it will not do for labor-man
agement relations what its proponents 
claim, and that it is a misleading, anti
labor measure. full of traps and pitfalls 
for unions and escapes for employers. 
The bill was misnamed when it was 
called a labor bill. It should have been 
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captioned in every newspaper of the 
land as the antilabor bill. 

It will not be necessary to exhaust the 
provisions of the bill; some representa
tive examples should suffice to show 
what I mean. 

I will take as my first instance the 
"closed shop" provisions of the bill. 
These have a delayed action, both 
because of the clause ·saving the va
lidity of existing closed-shop contracts 
and because of the 60-day grace pe
riod tiuring which new closed-shop 
agreements can be made, to run for 
a year. I should expect that if this bill 
becomes law there will be a wave of new 
agreements made and old ones renego
tiated during the 60 days. The closed 
shop is not always regarded as an abuse 
by employers; indeed, many prefer it as 
a means of inducing stability ·· in their 
collective-bargaining relations and se
curing the assistance of the unions in 
matters of plant discipline. Employers 
have found that they can operate their 
concerns in a great many instances 
better if they have a closed shop. So 
they look to the union entirely to take 
care of employee matters. A great many 
employers believe in the closed shop. 

But what does H. R. 3020 do with re
spect to new union security agreements, 
where, for one reason or another the 
parties have not made .one within the 
60-day grace period? 

In the first place, the employer need 
not even consider such a proposition by 
a union unless two conditions are ful
filled in addition to those concerning fil
ing of information: The union must be 
the ·certified bargaining representative .of 
the employees involved, and, if it is, it 
must present a petition to the National 
Labor Relations Board, alleging that 30 
percent or more of the employees in the 
covered bargaining unit want a union 
security agreement, and must then se
cure a majority vote, not of these voting 
but of those eligible ·to vote, in an elec
tion by the -Board, in favor of making 
such an agreement. The majority rule 
in this. provision is a novelty indeed, and 
shows a far more tender concern for the 
rights of workers absent from the polls 
than has ever been shown for the rights 
of absent Senators or for those of absent 
voters in any election to public office, 
whether municipal, county, State, or· 
Federal. 

I wonder how many Senators would be· 
in the Senate. today if they were obliged 
to receive 50 percent of the votes of all 
eligible voters in their particular States. 

It may seem frivolous to suggest that 
the employer might stage a counterat
traction simply to keep his employees 
from voting. Of course the necessity for 
at least one and possibly two votes wher
ever union security is an issue will inter
pose time-consuming delays in the col
lective bargaining process. 

Having hurdled these obstacles~ the 
union can now, if the employer is willing, 
gain its union-security agreement. for 
whatever that may be worth. I am in
clined to think, Mr. President, that it is 
not worth much. 

If we read on a little further in section 
8 ( a ) (3) of this bill, we find that an em
ployer may not, under the agreement, 
discriminate against a nonmember of 

the union if he has reasonable grounds 
to · believe that membership was not 
available to him on the same· terms and 
conditions as to other members gener
ally, or that he lost his membership for 
any reason other than nonpayment of 
dues or initiation fees. Note, Mr; Presi
dent, that the employer is not even re
quired to ascertain the truth of the situ
ation. He can disregard the agreement 
on the simple ground that he "had rea
sonable grounds to l;>elieve." And fur
ther on, in section 8 <b) (2) it is made 
an unfair labo" practice for a union to 
attempt to ·cause an employer to discrim
inate against an employee whose union 
membership has been denied or termi
nated on: grqunds other than nonpay
ment of dues or initiation f.ees. Thus 
from an effective weapon to enforce 
plant discipline the union:.security agree:
ment becomes merely an instrument to 
enforce the payment of union dues. The 
union may have expelled a member for 
rank dishonesty, even criminality, for 
acts violating the letter or spirit of a 
collective-bargaining agreement, violent 
conduct, troublemaking, or any one of a 
number of other excellent reasons, bat 
it could not go to. the employer and ask 
that the man be fired so long as he has 
paid his dues, even where it would be 
manifestly in the employer's interest to 
comply with such a demand. If I were 
a union leader, I think I should scorn 
to make a union-security agreement 
which was such a mockery. 

Finally, as if to add insult to injury, the 
bill would not even establish a uniform 
national policy with respect to union 
security agreements. · The policy of the 
bill would override State· policy where 
it was liberal in favor of union security, 
but jurisdiction would be ceded to those 
States whose laws ~ are more restrictive 
than the rules here laid down. · 

Does that look. as though they are try
ing to look after the welfare of labor? 
No, Mr. President, they do quite opposite 
everywhere they can. 

As we all know, the· chief recommenda
tiOn that this bill has had is that it will 
restore equality and redress the balance 
between employers and unions. This 
slogan has ha.d wide currency here in 
these halls, and has been enthusias
tically picked up and echoed by much of 
the press. I do not know what ideas of 
equality and fairness are held by those 
who cry the slogan; I know that the bill 
fails to satisfy any of my own. Preju
dice, of course, does not readily emerge 
from dry technical language; and st111 
less easily does it appear from· provisions 
which apply to both sides alike. Yet 
upon digging into this bill, I am irre
sistibly reminded of Mark Twain's fam
ous comment upon the equality of a tax 
policy: "The rich man pays a dollar and 
the poor man pays a dollar. What could 
be equaler?" Senators on the other side 
of the aisle must have been thinking 
about that when the tax bill was passed 
this year. Or of , another equally well
known expression of the equality between 
rich and poor: One is as free as the other 
to sleep on a park bench. 

To prove that these observations con
cerning the bill will stand scrutiny, let 
us first look at what this bill does about 
company un.ions. "Company unions," I 

might say, is an ugly term, and it is not 
used in the bill, which discreetly refers 
to nonaffiliated ·miions. If one were 
to tell a laborer that he must belong to 
a company union he would almost be 
willing to fight. During my political ac
tivities in my State I have heard much 
about company unions and employees 
would want to have a union called al
most anything else than a company 
union. 

The bill would decree equality between 
affiliated and nonaffiliated unions by re
quiring that the National Labor Rela
tions Board use the same kinds of evi-

. dence and precedents in establi~hing 
company domination of the one as of the 
other. If it fails to do so, · it must in
clude the nonaffiliated union on the 
same ballot with the affiliated union in 
representation proceedings. 

If the nonaffiliated union really repre
sents the free choice of the employees, I 
suppose no harm is done by allowing 
them to vote for it and giving it an even 
break on the ballot. But it is within the 
memoTy of all of us that th·e company 
union-misnamed independent--was a 
favorite device used by employers to pre;. 
vent their employees from joining an out
side union whose policies and behavior 
the employers could not control. Em
ployer encouragement to the inside union 
took many forms, and it was entirely rea
sonable for the National Labor Relations 
Board to deny such unions a place on the 
ballot where it had found such encour
agement to exist, and to take note of the 
obvious differences in circumstances be
tween the company union and the out
side union in making such a finding. By 
-legislative fiat, however, this bill would 
now establish as a rule of law that there 
is no difference between a company union 
anq an outside union. To me this is as 
absurd as making a law that there is no 
difference between night and day. But 
it is ~orse than that, because, under ·the 
guise of securing employees their free
dom of choice of a union, this provision 
secures to the employer the whip hand 
over his employees-and the whip is the 
company union. Down home we used to 
say, "You belong. to the Red Apple Club." 
Many such organizations sprang up. 

Another example of spurious equality 
appears in the free-speech provision of 
the bill. I believe with all my heart that 
free speech should be guaranteed to 
everyone, but that is not what this pro
vision· does. It does not say that utter- · 
ances shall not be unfair labor prac
tices unless they are actual threats or 
promises. It says that they shall not 
even be evidence of unfair labor prac
tices unless they contain threats or 
promises. When a man· is charged with 
first-degree murder, a capital offense 
wherever capital punishment exists, his 
relevant statements can be used to estab
lish his intention to do the act of which 
he stands accused. But it will be no
ticed that a provision is placed in the 
bill that it must be an actual threat or 
promise. Any lawyer within the sound 
of my voice will have to acknowledge 
that that is something new in the field 
of law, especially in the field of criminal 
law-not to be able to go back behind 
what was taking place, what utterances 
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were made, in order to prove what ac
tually had happened. But when the 
employer is brought before the National 
Labor Relations Board to answer charges 
of unfair labor.practices, his statements, 
propaganda, or utterances of ·any kind 
are ruled completely out of the hearing 
unless he has made actual threats or 
promises. Brief consideration of this 
provision in connection with the provi
sions on company .. mions will show to 
what extent .this gra~t of free speech 
gives the employer the advantage. Acts 
of gentle persuasion on his part, directed 
to encouraging -employees to join the 
employee-representation plan-incorpo
rating no· threat or promise but merely · 
expressing a preference on his part
cannot be used as evidence of interfer
ence with the exercise of rights by em
ployees. ·what such golden opportunity 
is open to the outside union seeking to 
organize a plant for the first time? The 
employer may even engage in a violent 
antiunion campaign, with posters, leaf
lets, speeches, and any other kind of 
publicity representing the union as a 
menace to the community, but so long 
as he influences his employees' minds 
without threats or promises, his im
munity is complete. Has the union any 
chance equal to this? I think not, for 
the simple reason that the employer, not 
the union, is the source of the weekly pay 
check, and it is axiomatic that he who 
pays the piper calls the tune. 

Still another case of superficial fair.; 
ness appears in the simple provision that 
employees on strike who are not entitled 
to reinstatement may not vote in a rep
resentation election during the dispute. 
"For ways that are dark and for tricks 
that are vain," this provision stands con
victed, as I shall demonstrate. 

Strikers who are not entitled to rein
statement may fall into ~any categories, 
and one of them is the category of those 
who strike for economic reasons-wages, 

- hours, contract terms, and so ·forth
and who have been replaced by the em
ployer with other help. For present pur.:. 
poses let us make the likely assumption 
that the strike has been called by the 
duly certified bargaining representative, 
and that the employer has not refused 
to bargain but has merely refused to 
grant what the union regards as impor
tant demands. The strike promises to 
last awhile, as the union has been strong 
in the plant and is insistent, so replace
ments are hired to man the idle ma
chines, and with nearly a full comple
ment the plant goes back into operation. 
I have seen this happen many a time, 
even prior to the enactment of the Wag
ner Act. 

The employer now reflects that his lot 
will be easier if the pertinacious union is 
ofl' his back. Accordingly, he petitions 
the Board for a new election, on the 
ground that some individual or some 
other labor organization is now claiming 
recognition as bargaining representative. 
Or, in the alternative, he suggests to 
some of his new employees-which he 
may do, since his freedom of speech 
is guaranteed-that they petition the 
Board either for a regular representa
tion election or for an election to "decer
tifY." the former bargaining representa
ti've. The Board conducts the election, 

as it is required to do, and the strikers 
are barred from the voting. It is inevi
table that the union loses its majority 
status, since it is unthinkable that the 
strike-breaking employees would be 
members of the striking union. Thus, 
while formerly a union on strike for 
higher wages had a good fighting chance 
to keep a majority throughout the strike 
and possibly, in the end, to gain some 
concessions from the employer in the 
course of the ordeal by battle, it now 
would have the unpleasant alternatives 
of failing to protect the welfare of its 
members or striking and losing all claim 
to bargain with the employer on their 
behalf. I presume it is not unfair to 
suggest that there are at least some em
ployers who would welcome the oppor
tunity to break up a union by the means 
outlined. 

For the information of the Senate, 
prior to the Wagner Act going into ef
fect I witnessed many examples illus
trating how much employers wanted to 
break down unions. I have heard em
ployers confess that they employed a 
thousand or more em!)loyees · while a 
strike was in progress. One employer 
engaged a Pinkerton agency to tell him 
exactly how to break the strike. He 
confessed to me, as Governor of South 
Carolina, that he would have a little 
girl come into the community·, and they 
would go into the homes selling stock
ings. He wo·tld enter the home, and, 
of course, the lady of the house would 
say, "We cannot buy any stockings. We 
are on strike." He would say, "I have 
heard something about that strike. It 
is a bad thing. You eould be making 
much more money if your husband and 
children were back at work." 

He would go to the next house, spread
ing the same propaganda in every home 
in the mill village, and to every worker. 

He did not stop there. That employer 
confessed to me that billiard cues were 
cut ofl' to make billies about a foot and 
a half long, and that some of those who 
came in from outside the State of Soutll 
Carolina used them in order to break 
the strike. Those m~n stirred up fights 
and discontent. 

While I was Governor of the State of 
South Carolina, to illustrate how at
tempts were made to place the respon
sibility upon unions for things that were 
done, one man was employed at $125 a 
month. He was permitted to drive a 
taxi and make all the money he could 
out·of the taxi. He would tell tne work
ers that he was with them. He had 
two little boys working with him, and 
they were to burn down the grandstand 
at the baseball field. It was arranged 
that the three of them would be caught 
just about the time they got there. The 
taxi driver was the leader. They were 
immediately rushed into court and two 
of them were conVicted. The taxi driver 
was released. 

How did I find it out? The taxi driver 
was such a criminal that in a few short 
weeks thereafter he drove some other 
men over and robbed a bank. He. was 
caught and tried · and in a few short 
months he found himself in the peni
tentiary. The company had no better 
sense than to send a check to the peni
tentiary for -the work which ne had done 

in trapping those little · boys and trying 
to break up the strike and the union. 

How did I find that out? When the 
check came to the penitentiary the super
intendent called me. I called the man 
into the office at the penitentiary and 
discussed the matter with him. He ac
knowledged the purpose for which he had 
received the check and acknowledged 
wha~ had taken place. Immediately the 
other two boys were released from the 
State penitentiary. The leader is prob
ably still there serving his sentence for 
robbing the bank. 

Mr. President, I am citing some illus
trations showing the extremes to which 
employers -will go to try to break up 
unions. I say that the bill does not treat 
the laboring men of this Nation justly. 
I believe in square deals. I believe that 
the unions have brought us to the high 
pinnacle on which we stand today. The 
income of this Nation amounts to ap
proximately $176,000,000,000 a year-al
most three times the amount it was when 
the Republicans had charge of our Gov
er~ment, and approximately three times 
the national income when the Wagner 
Act went into efl'ect. As I see it, the 
Wagner Act has not hurt the United 
States. I believe that if it were to con
tinue in effect wages would continue to 
increase. 

I remember the days when there were 
no unions. I remember when I worked 
for 30 cents a day-not 8 hours, but 10 
and 11 hours a day-year in and year out. 
I remember working many days for 50 
and 60 cents a day when there were no 
unions. I do not want to go back to 
those days. I want to protect any agency 
that will improve wages and living stand
ards among our workers. I do not want 
to do anything that might make life . 
harder for the laboring people of this 
Nation. I believe that anyone within the 
sound of my voice who has read the bill 
must confess that he believes that the 
bill will not protect labor as it has been 
protected in the past, and that it would 
give the employer greater power to han
dle labor than he has had in the past. 

I am willing to meet Senators who vote 
to override the President's veto any
where at any time and discuss with them 
and with. the people the workings of the 
bill, and let the people judge. 

I warn Senators that the bill will have 
a great efl'ect u~on the election of 1948. 
I believe that it will be the determining 
factor, and that the result will be that 
there will be more Senators· on this side 
of the aisle than there are now, because 
I believe that it will be found that the 
bill will not work, and will- not give work
ers what they expect. At the same time, 
it will punish labor. How any laboring 
man could ever be friendly with any 
Member of Congress who voted for a bill 
of this kind, I cannot conceive. 

To add to the list I have already com
piled, there are provisions in the bill 
which make employers and unions re
sponsible for the acts of their agents, 
and which declare that in establishing 
an agency, the question of actual author
ization or subsequent ratification of the 
acts complained of shall not be con
trolling. Those provisions on their face 
show what equity judges call "mutual
ity," but it takes some knowledge of the 
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realities of labor relations to show the 
gross unfairness they perpetrate. 

In the first place, we learn from the 
conference report that these provisions
are meant to repeal section 6 of the Nor
ris-LaGuardia Act. This section re
quires that before a person can be held 
responsible for the unlawful acts of an
other, there must be clear proof that 
he actually authorized or ratified those 
acts. The reason for this section was 
that in many Federal courts it was the 
rule that labor unions could be presumed 
guilty on the basis of ex parte allegations 
by the employer of unlawful acts by 
members. The unions were helpless in 
the face of this rule, since many em
ployers were given to planting their own 
under-cover agents-often hired detec
tives-to do or to provoke the acts for 
which the union was held to be respon
sible; and, of course, the greater the skill 
of the employer in planting such people 
in the union, the more difficult it was for 
the union to disprove · that these men . 
were its agents. The labor spy practice 
was one of the ugliest and most shame
ful that marked the area of "govern
ment by injunction." H. R. 3020, by re
pealing section · 6 of the Norris.-La
Guardia Act, gives promise of reviving it 
in all its former strength. 

I have saved for the last one of the 
most shocking instances of inequality in 
the whole bill-an inequality and un
fairness scarcely even hidden except by 
the complexity of the language in which 
it is phrased and the scattering of the 
relevant provisions in various places in 
the bill. I refer to the inequality of 
treatment as between unions and em
ployers. 

Section 8 <b) 4 of the bill makes it an 
unfair labor practice for a union to en
gage in certain kinds of strikes, boycotts, 
or other concerted action. Without go
ing into detail as to which particular acts 
are so proscribed, I will merely mention 
that they go far beyond what is needed 
to correct existing a-buses. But I am 
here concerned only with the remedies 
that the bill provides. 

Here, in a nutshell, are the remedies 
available against the union for commit
ting these acts. First, the employer may 
file a charge with the ·Board. If the 
Board considers the issuance of a com
plaint warranted, it is under a manda
tory duty to go to a Federal district court 
and get an injunction against the union. 
This of itself virtually gives the employer 
the same rtght to an injunction that he 
had before the Norris-La Guardia Act; 
I cannot see that it matters very much 
whether he or the Board is required to 
give the employer's charge priority over 
everything on its docket except similar 
charges, and if the evidence sustains the 
complaint, it issues a cease and desist 
order agrJnst the union, possibly requir
ing the union to pay back-pay to em
ployees of the employer. 

This remedy is, however, not exclusive, 
for a separate provision gives a right to 
sue for damages for the acts complained 
of: not only to the employer, but to out
siders to the dispute who may have been 
injured. Even under the old law, under 
the a!ltitrust laws, injuries to outsiders · 
were usually damnum absque injuria 
but under this bill outsiders, too, may 

join an employer in his drive to break 
the union or drain its treasury dry. 

Let us see what redress the union may 
obtain. It has, as before, the opportu
nity to file a charge with the Board, but 
it has no right to an interim injunction. 
When the union files the charge, the 
power of the Board t.o seek an injunc
tion is discretionary only, not manda
tory. Ultimately, however, the Board 
may issue a cease-and-desist order 
against the employer. I say ultimately, 
because the union's charge gets no pri
ority, and may have to await the deter
mination of a number of charges by em
ployers before it is even reached for 
hearing. 

The union has no right to sue for dam
ages under the bill, and it is significant 
that it can secure no protection against 
outsiders to the dispute-vfgilante 
groups, citizens' committees, and the 
like-who, out of their natural sym
pathies, commit unfair labor practices 
on the employer's behalf. Such protec
tion was available under ·the National 
Labor Relations Act, because the defini
tion of employer included ~nyone acting 
in his interest. H. R. 3020 would narrow 
this down to include only persons acting 
as the employer's agents. So, althougq 
the union would be responsible to out
siders for its own misbehavior, they 
would in no way have to answer to the 
law or ·the union for theirs. 

I want it plainly understood that I 
believe that we should have some labor 
legislation this year. 

It will be recalled I offered an amend
ment to the bill on the floor and there 
was a record vote on it. That is proof 
that we wanted some labor legislation, 
we thought it was necessary, but we did 
not believe that it was necessary to take 
everything away from labor that it had 
gained in the past and give a great many 
things to the employer that we do not 
think are necessary. But the control
ling powers in the Senate and in the 
House thought it an excellent oppor
tunity to take advantage of the situa
tion in America and take away from 
labor the rights manufacturers and em
ployers wanted to have taken from them. 
This is a manufacturers' bill; it is an 
employers' bill. I started to say I would 
like to know exactly who wrote it. I 
would like to know who advised the spon
sors in every move they made. I can 
see some handwriting in it. Having rep
resented labor in many cases I can see 
that all the places were closed where 
labor had a resting place. 

Mr. President, I hope I have unmasked 
enough of this bill to show it for what 
it is, and to prove my original conten
tion that it is a vicious, vindictive, anti
labor measure. I trust enough Senators 
will agree with me to sustain the Pres
ident's veto. 

All I am asking is that when Senators 
go home tonight they will give thought 
to what they are to do Monday. We will 
adjourn soon. I came here prepared to 
speak for 10 or 12 hours, but we have 
agreed on a time to vote. I do not see 
many Senators . present, and I do not 
know how many will read my speech, but 
I ask Senators to do what I think is only 
fair and just tonight before they lie down 
to sleep, ask their Heavenly Father to 

guide and lead them in the votes they 
will cast on the bill. Then, if they fol
low the dictates of their Maker, I have 
no fear of the outcome of the vote on 
Monday. I think that is fair enough to 
anyone, and if they will just go to sleep 
with their consciences and ask the help 
of God, they will come to the Senate 
Monday and cast a vote that will be fair 
to capital and fair to labor, and if neces
sary will vote for other legislation that 
may cure some of the evils that we all 
agree there are. Then we will have 
plenty of time to pass the necessary legis
lation, what the President of the United 
States wants and what I know the ma
jority on this side of the aisle would agree 
to, and we would make all the people of 
the United States, instead of those bene
fited under the pending legislation, the 
beneficiaries of our action. 

This is a serious thing we are consider
ing doing. It is more far reaching than 
a great many of us would ever think it 
could be. Mr. President, legislation of 
this kind affects our economy. If we cut 
down the purchasing power of the Nation, 
we jeopardize every bond the people hold 
and we jeopardize the price the farmer 
will receive for his cotton. Mr. Presi
dent, we gave away $3,750,000,000 to 
Great Britain in order to increase her 
purchasing power, so that she could pur
chase things from us. I say that if we 
pass this · bill, I fear the result will be to 
cut down the purchasing power of this 
Nation, and in a few short years we shall 
ha:ve, first, a recession. Watch and see 
whether my predictions come true, Mr. 
President. See how true they will be 
shown to be. First the laboring people 
will begin to have their wages cut. NeJ«;, 
they will be unemployed. Whereas some 
mills today are running three shifts, at 
that time they will have only two shifts; 
and some which now have two shifts will 
have only one shift then. The man who 
sells his produce today will have to throw 
it in the ditch then, for he will have no 
buyer. 

Then what will come next? Unem
ployment will spread over the Nation. 
It will be possible to purchase things 
cheaply, but our people will not have any 
money with which to make purchases
the same circumstances which existed in 
1933 when Roosevelt went into office. 

Mr. President, when I was called upon 
to speak last year, just before the elec
tion, I went to Ohio. The other day I 
did not have an opportunity to complete 
my statement about this matter, so I 
shall do so now. I went to Ohio, where 
I was to appear at a forum with a Re
publican, and we were to answer ques
tions. But the Republican did not ap
pear; he hid out. What were the ques
tions that were asked? We were told, 
"We want meat. Why can't we get 
meat?" Mr. President, do you know the 
way I answered that question? l said, 
"If I remember correctly, when theRe
publicans were in office in 1931, 1932, and 
1933, the cry was, not 'more meat,' but 
'more bread.' " 

Mr. President, many a time during 
· those days a man would walk into my 
office, and take a seat across from where 
I was sitting, and, with tears rolling 
down his cheeks, would say, "Olin, I 
haven't a bit of flour in the barrel at 
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home. I haven't any money to buy flour 
with. Can you let me have-give me-I 
hate to ask it-50 cents to buy some fiour · 
to feed m~ wife and children?" He did 
not even have milk for his little childrim. 
He had no job. 

I predict that if the Senate follows the 
advice of the Senators on the other side 
of the aisle and passes legislation su:ch 
as that which is before us at the present 
time, there wil be a recession. A strong 
economy cannot be built up in that way, 
There will be a recession; and after the 
recession, 1f the Democrats do not get 
back in control, there will be a depres
sion. That is what will occur. 

That is why I am fighting this legis
lation, because I believe that by doing 
so we do what is best for all the United 
States and what is best for building up 
a strong economy, whereby we shall be· 
able to pay o1f the enormous debt of 
$258,000,000,000. Mr. President, with 
this year's expenditures added to that 
debt; the total will be more than has been 
collected in taxes since the beginning of 
the United States. All the taxes do not 
amount to that much, plus this year's 
running expenses. 

So we must keep up the income of this 
Nation if we are to save ourselves. We 
can bond ourselves, we can go into debt; 
there will be a stopping place unless we 
keep up the national income. We can
not cut it back in the good old Repub
lican way and expect to meet our obli
gations that are outstanding at the pres
ent time. 

Mr. President, it hurts me to think 
that the leaders of the United States 
cannot see those things and cannot ap
preciate them and cannot understand 
that bills of this nature are liable to bring 
chaos in their wake. 

We hear much about Communists, Mr. 
President. If we ever go back to the 
days of 1933, with the enormous debt 
we now have, if anyone can tell me how 
to keep out of the hands of the Commu
nists then, I should like to know it. That 
is .the danger we are facing today; and 
we are putting wood on the fire when we 
pass such legislation as that which we 
have before us at this time. Mr. Presi
dent, my wish is that God may guide the 
Senate in its vote on next Monday. 

RECESS TO MONDAY 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate stand in recess until 12 
o'clock noon on Monday next. · 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 6 
o'clock and 52 minutes p, m.> on Satur
day, June 21, 1947, the Senate took a 
recess until Monday, June 23, 1947, at 12 
o'clock meridian. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
FRIDAY, JUNE 20, 1947 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera 

Montgomery, D. D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Lord God of Hosts, who art the soul 
of the universe and the mind of man, 
we do not fear nor tremble iri Thy pres

. ence. By infinite right, blessing, honor, 

and glory belongeth unto Thee. We 
therefore praise Thee. 

We are grateful, our Lord, that we 
live in a land of freemen, where oppor
tunities and privileges give us food, 
clothing, and education. The 1>ast lives 
in the throbbing heart of the present. 
Grounded in the glorious liberty which 
is our blessed heritage, enable us to 
stand fast in the purpose of Thy will. 
Enjoin us that through grateful love of 
country, not coercion nor pressure, and 
without threat, we are enabled to pre
serve a sound and healthy America, 
without which there is little hope for 
the worlcl. To this end we would fear 
God and keep His commandments, for 
this is the whole duty of man. 

Through Christ our Redeemer. Amen. 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday was read and approved. 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in w1iting from the Prest- . 
dent of the. United States was communi
cated to the House by Mr. Miller, one of 
his secretaries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a concurrent resolution of 
the House of the following title: 

H. Con. Res. 53. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the Clerk of the House in t~e 
enrollment of the blll H. R. 3203 to make 
certain changes. 

The message also announced · that the 
Senate had passed a joint resolution of 
the following title, in which the concur
rence of the House is requested: 

S. J. Res. 112. Joint resolution to establish 
a commission to formulate plans for the 
erection in Grant Park, Chicago, TIL~ of a 
Marine Corps memorial. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol
lowing title: 

S. 1230. An act to amend sections 2 (a) 
and 603 (a) of the National Housing Act, as 
amended. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendment of 
the House to the bill <S. 254) entitled 
"An act for the relief of the legal guard
ian of Glenna J. Howrey," requests a 
conference with the House on the dis
agreeing votes of the two_Houses thereon, 
and appoints Mr. MOORE, Mr. COOPER, 
and Mr. McGRATH to be the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com
mittee of ·conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 
3203) entitled "An act relative to maxi
mum rents on housing accommodations, 
to repeal certain provisions of Public 
Law 388, Seventy-ninth Congress, and 
for other purposes." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Ho\lses on .. the amend
ments of the House to tbe-bill <S. 814) 
entitled "An act to provide support for 
wool, and for other purposes." 

TO AMEND SECTION 251 OF THE 
INTERNAL REvENuE QODE 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent for the imme
diate consideration of H. R. 3444, to 
amend section 251 of the Internal Reve
nue Code. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There being no objection, t he Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 251 of the 
Internal Revenue Code (relating to income 
from sources within possessions of the United 
States) is hereby amended by adding at the 
end thereof a new subsection to read as fol
lows: 

"(i) Prisoners of war and internees: In the 
case of a citizen of the United States taken 
as a prisoner of war while serving within a 
possession of the United States as a member 
of the military or naval forces of the United 
States, and in the case of a citizen interned 
by the enemy while serving as an employee 
within a possession of the United States-

"(1) if such citizen was confined in any 
place not within a possession of the United 
Ste.tes, such place of confinement shall, for 
the purposes of this section, be· considered as 

. within a possession of the United States; and 
"(2) any compensation received within the 

United States by such citizen attributable to 
the period of time during which such citizen 
was a prisoner of war or interned by the en
emy shall, for the purposes of subsection (b) , 
be considered as compensation received out-
side the United States." · 

SEC. 2. The amendment made by this act 
shall be applicable to taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 1941. · 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
the purpose of H. R. 3444 is to restore to 
ULited States citizens certain legal rights 
and exemptions under the law when they 
became interned in Japanese prisons out
side of the possession of the United 
States. It refers particularly to those 
engaged in trade and in the military and 
navai service in. the Philippine Islands 
who were captured by the Japanese and 
incarcerated in prisons outside of the ter-
ritory of the Philippine Islands. _ 

Under a statute enacted about 1921 
to encourage trade in the Philippine 
Islands, at a time when to be stationed 
there, or were there to establish a trade, 
was inimical to life and health, it was 
provided that persons engaged in trade 
or employed in business ·or trade should 
be relieved of the burden of their income 
tax provided that at least 60 percent of 
thei:z: income was. derived from sources 
within a possession of the United States, 
and Iff at least 50 perc~nt ·of their gross 
income was derived from the active con
duct of a trade or business within a pos
session of the United States. Later, by 
.regulations, this provision was expanded 
to include citizens serving in the military 
and naval forces of the United States who 
were stationed in the Philippine Islands. 

When the "death march" started, sev
eral thousand American citizens were 
marched out ·of the Philippines by the 
Japanese at the point of a bayonet. 
They suffered indescribable in~gnities; 
some, of course, falling· by the wayside 
from exhaustion never to recove~. Un
der the 1921law the income-tax .exemp
tion 'granted .was denied to thousands of 
militarY people and civilians who were 
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incarcerated in prison outside the Philip
pine Islands. The exemption will con
tinue to be denied to these unfortunate 
people unless H. R. 3444 is enacted into 
law. 

What our people suffered at the hands 
of the Japanese in their prisons is best 
described in the book The Three Came 
Home, written by Mrs. Agnes Newton 
Keith, who with her husband and small 
child spent three and a half ·years in a 
Japanese prison camp. I quote from 
Mrs. Keith's book: 

At the end of the first month the chil
dren came down with what we called dysen
tery, although no laboratory examination 
could be made. They became nauseated, had· 
diarrhea, passed· mucus and blood, and lay 
about the barracks very limply. Most of 
them were past the diaper age, and we had 
no provisions for stopping the wet ends. 
The camp became a trail of blood stools left 
in the wake of weeping children, who in 
their turn were followerl by creeping infants 
who crawled through mud and gore. · And 
after the infants w.ould come some childless. 
woman with dainty tread to report to the 
mother, "Mrs. So and So, your child has had 
an accident. Please clean it up." · 

But we had no waste clotha to clean- any
thing up with. In addition to dysentery,-
1;hey had influenza, they had worms, they 
had impetigo, they had malaria, and always 
they· had colds. We didn't have medicines· 
unless we smuggled, traded, or ·stole t ,hem: 
After a few months in camp I developed 
beriberi, a disease of undernourishment and 
vitamin deficiency. My legs and face 
swelled. By evening my legs were so numb 
that I could not stand on them. The doc
tor said I must eat all t.he greeri stuff I 
could get hold of. ·From there on through
out camp life I collected greens, ferns, weeds 
of any sort, and boiled and ate them. 

H. R. 3444 h~s the approval of the 
Ways and Means CQmmittee. I -intro
duced this bill May 13, 1947; and I urge 
its passage in order to do 1ustice to 30,000~ 
of our service people and 10,000.civilians. 
The great sacrifices they made and the 
suffering they experienced in Japanese 
prison camps should not be aggravated 
by · permitting their rights to be sacri
ficed at the point of Japanese bayonets. 
I am sure that there will be no objec
tion or opposition to the passage of this 
bill by unanimous consent. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
-and read a third time, was read the 
third time,- and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 
COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF CO-

LUMBIA-PERMISSION TO FILE · RE
PORTS 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee· 
on the District of Columbia may have 
until midnight Saturday night to file 
certain reports on certain bills. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS ACT, 

1947-VETC MESSAGE (H. DOC. NO. 334) 

The SPEAKER-laid before the House 
the following veto message from the 
President of the United States, which 
was read by the Clerk: 

To the House of Representatives: 
I return herewith, without my ap- . 

proval, H. R. 3020, the Labol·-Manage
ment Relations Act, 1947. 

I am fully aware of the gravity which 
attaches to the exe.rcise by the President 
of his constitutional power to withhold 
his approval from an enactment of the_ 
Congress. 

I share with the Congress the convic
tion that legislation dealing with the 
relations between management and 
labor is necessary. I heartily condemn 
abuses on the part of unions and em
ployers, and I have no patience with 
stubborn insistence on private advantage 
to the detriment of- the public interest. 

But this bill is far from a solution of 
those problems. 

VIThen one penetrates the complex, in
terwoven provisions of this omnibus bill, 
and understands the real meaning of 
its various parts, the result is startling. 

The bill taken as a whole would. reverse 
the basic direction of" our national labor 
policy, inject the Government into pri
vate economic affairs on an unprece
dented scale, and conflict with important 
principles of our democratic society. Its 
provisions would cause more strikes, not 
fewer. It would contribute neither to 
industrial. peace nor to economic stability 
and progress. · It would be a dangerous 
stride in the direction of a totally man
aged economy. It contains· seeds of dis
cerd which would plague this Nation for 
years to come. 
- Because of the far-reaching import of 
this bill, I have weighed · its probable 
effects against a series of fundamental 
considerations. In each case I find that 
the "bill vioiates principles essential to our 
public welfare. _ . 

I. The first major test which I have 
applied to this bill is whether it would 
result in more or less Government inter-
vention in our economic life. · 

Our basic natiomil policy has always 
been to ·establish by law standards of 
fair dealing and then to leave the work
ing of . the economic system to the free 
choice of individuals. Under that policy 
of economic freedom we have built our 
Nation's productive strength. ·Our people 
have deep faith in industrial self-gov
ernment with freedom of contract and 
free collective bargaining . . 

I find that this bill is completely con
trary to that national policy of economic 
freedom. It would require the Govern
ment, in effect, to become an unwanted 
participant at every bargaining table. 
It would establish by law limitations on 
the terms of every bargaining agree
ment, and nullify thousands of agree
ments mutually arrived at and satisfac
tory to the parties. It would inject the 
Government deeply into the process by 
which employers and workers reach 
agreement. It would superimpose bu
reaucratic procedures on the free deci-

. sions of local employers and employees. 
At a time when we are determined to 

remove, as rapidly as practicable, Fed
eral controls established during the war, 
this bill would involve the Government 
in the free processes of our economic 
system to a degree unprecedented in 
peacetime: 

This is a long step toward the settle
ment of economic issues by Government 
dictation. It is an indication that in
dustrial relations are to be determined · 
in the Hans or Congress and that politi
cal power is to supplant economic power 
as the critical factor in labor relations. 

II. The second basic test against 
which I have measured this bill is 
whether it would improve human rela
tions between employers and their 
employees. 

Cooperation cannot be achieved by 
force of law. We cannot create mutual 
respect and confidence by legislative 
fiat. · 

I am convinced that this legislation 
overlooks the significance of these prin
ciples. It would encourage distrust, 
suspicion, and arbitrary attitudes. 

I find that the National Labor Rela
tions Act would be converted from an 
instrument with the major purpose of 
protecting the right of workers to or
ganize and bargain collectively into a 
maze of pitfalls and complex procedures. 
As a result of these complexities employ
ers and workers would find new barriers 
to mutual understanding. 

The bill time and again would remove 
the settlement of differences from the 
bargaining table to courts of law. In
stead of learning to live together, em
ployers and unions are invited to engage 
in costly, time-consuming litig~tion, in
evitably embittering both parties. 
· The Congress has, I think, paid too 
much attention to the inevitable fric
tions and difiicu!ties incident to. the re
conversion period. It has ignored the 
unmistakable evidence that those diffi
culties are receding and that labor
management cooperation is constantly 
improvipg. The_re is gravei danger that 
this progress would be nullified_ through 
enactment of this legislation. 
' III. A third basic test is whether the 

bill is workable. 
· There is iittle point_ in putting laws 
on the books unless they can be exe
cuted. I have concluded that this bill 
would prove to be unworkable. · The so
called emergency procedure for critical 
Nation-wide · strike~ wop.ld require an 
immense amount of Government effort 
but would result almost inevitably in 
failure. The National Labor Relations 
Board would be given many new tasks, 
and hobbled at every turn in attempting 
to carry them out. Unique restrictions 
on · the Board's procedures would so 
greatly increase the backlog of unsettled 
cases· that the parties might be driven to 
turn in despair from peaceful proQe
dures to economic force. 

IV. The fourth basic test by which I 
have measured this bill is the test of 
fairness. 

The bill prescribes unequal penalties 
for the same offense. It would require 
the National Labor Relations Board to 
give priority to charges against workers 
over related charges against employers. 
It would discriminate against workers by 
arbitrarily penalizing them for all crit
ical strikes. 

Much has been made of the claim that 
the bill is intended simply to equalize the 
positions of labor and management. 
Careful analysis shows that this cla~m is 
unfounded. Many of the provisions of 
the bill standing alone seem innocent but. 
considered in relation to each other, 
reveal a consistent pattern of inequality. 

. The failure of the bill to meet these 
fundamental tests is clearly demonstrat
ed by a more detailed consideration of its 
defects. 



7486 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE JUNE 20 

1. The bill would substantially increase 
strikes. 

<1) It would discourage the growing 
willingness of unions to include "no 
strike" provisions in bargaining agree
ments, since any labor organization sign
ing such an agreement would expose 
itself to suit for contract violation if any 
of its members engaged in an unauthor
ized "wildcat" strike. 

<2) It would encourage strikes by im~ 
posing highly complex and burdensome 
reporting requirements on labor organ
izations which wish to avail themselves 
of their rights under the National Labor 
Relations Act. In connection with these 
reporting requirements, the bill would 
penalize unions for any failure to comply, 
no matter how inconsequential, by de
nying them all rights under the act. 
These provisions, which are irrelevant 
to the major purposes of the bill, seem 
peculiarly designed to place obstacles in 

- the way of labor organizations which 
wish to appeal to the National Labor Re
lationS Boatd for relief, and thus to impel 
them to strike or take other direct action. 

<3> It would bring on strike~ by de
priving significant groups of workers of 
the right they now enjoy to organize and 
to bargain under the protection of law. 
For example, broad groups of employees 
who for purposes of the act would be 
classed as supervisors ·would be removed 
from the protection of the act. Such 
groups would be prevented from using 
peaceful machin.ery and would be left 
no option put the use of economic force. 

<4> The bill would force unions to 
strike or to boycott if they wish to have 
a jurisdictional dispute settled by the 
National Labor Relations Board. This 
peculiar situation results from the fact 
that the Board is given authority to de
termine jurisdictional disputes over as
signment of work only after such dis
putes have been converted into· strikes 
or boycotts. 

In addition to these ways in which spe
cific provisions of the bill would lead di
rectly to strikes, the cumulative e1Iect 
of many of its other provisions which 
disrupt· established relationships would 
result in industrial strife and unrest. 

2. The bill arbitrarily decides, against 
the workers, certain issues which · are 
normally the subject of collective 'bar
gaining, and thus restricts the area of 
voluntary agreement. 

(1) The bill would limit the freedom 
of employers and labor organizations to 
agree on methods of developing respon
sibility on the part of unions by estab
lishing union security. While seeming 
to preserve the right to agree to the 
union shop, it would place such a multi
tude of obstacles in the way of such 
agreement that union security and re
sponsibility would be largely canceled. 

In this respect, the bill disregards the 
voluntary developments in the field of 
industrial relations in the United State& 
over the past 150 years. Today, over 
11,000,000 workers are employed under 
some type of union-security contract. 
The great majority of the plants which 
have sucn union-security provisions have 
had few strikes. · Employers in such 
plants are generally strong supporters of 
some type of union security, since it gives 
them a gr.eater measure of stability in 
production. 

<2) The bill would limit the freedom of 
employers and employees to establish 
and maintain welfare funds. It would 
prescribe arbitrary methods of admin-

. istering them and rigidly limit the pur
poses for which they may be used. This 
is an undesirable intrusion by the Oov
ernment into an important matter which 
should be the subject of private agree
ment between employers and employees. 

<3> The bill presents the danger that 
employers and employees might be pro
hibited fro.m agreeing on safety provi
sions, rest-period rules, and many other 
legitimate practices, since such practices 
may fall under the language defining 
"feather bedding.'' 

3. The bill would expose employers to 
numerous hazards by which they could 
be annoyed and hampered. 

<1> The bill woula invite frequent dis
ruption of continuous plant production 
by opening up immense possibilities for 
many more elections, and adding new 
types of elections. The bill would invite 
electioneering for changes in representa
tives and for union security. This would 
harass employers in their production ef
forts aad would generate raiding and 
jurisdictional disputes. The National 
Labor Relations Board has been develop
ing sound principles of stability on 
these matters. The bill would overturn 
these principles to the detriment of em
ployers. 

(2) The bill would complicate the col
lective bargaining process for employers 
by permitting-and in some cases re
quiring-the splitting up of stable pat
terns of . representation. Employers 
would be harassed by having to deal 
with many small units. Labor organiza
tions would be encouraged to engage in 
constant interunion warfare, which 
could result only in confusion. 

<3> The bill would invite unions to 
sue employers in the courts regarding the 
thousands of minor grievances which 
arise every day over the interpretation 
of bargaining agreements. Employers 
are likely to be besieged by a multiplicity 
of minor suits, since management neces
sarily must take the initiative in apply
ing the terms of agreements. In this re
spect, the bill ignores the fact that em
ployers and unions are in wide agreement 
that the interpretation of the provisions 
of bargaining agreements should be sub
mitted to the processes of' negotiation 
ending in voluntary arbitration, under 
penalties prescribed in the agreement it
self. This is one of the points on which 
the National Labor-Management Con
ference in November 1945, placed special 
emphasis. In introducin"' damage suits 
as a possible substitute for grievance ma
chinery, the bill rejects entirely the in
formed wisdom of those experienced in 
labor relations. . 

(4) The bill would prevent an employ
er from freely granting a. union-shop 
contract, even where he and virtually his 
entire working force were in agreement 
as to its desirability. He would be re
quired to refrain from agreement until 
the National Labor Relat~ons Bo!l-rd~ 
work load permitted it tp nqld . ~n -ele~
tion-in this case simply to ratify an_ un
questioned and legi#mat~ ~reement. 

·. J;mploY-ers_.. moreover, _'Would suffer be
cause the ability of unions to exercise re-

sponsibility under bargaining agreements 
would be diminished. Labor organiza
tions whose disciplinary authority is 
weakened cannot carry ·their full share 
of maintaining stability of production. 

4. The bill would deprive workers of 
vital protection which they now have 
under the law. 

<1> The bill would make it easier for 
an employer to get rid of employees 
whom he wanted to discharge because 
they exercised their right of self-organi
zation guaranteed by the act. It would 
permit an employer to dismiss a man on 
the pretext of a slight infraction of shop 
ru1es, even though his real motive was to 
discriminate against this employee for 
union activity. 

<2 > The bill would also put a powerful 
new weapon in the hands of employers 
by permitting them to initiate elections 
at times strategically advantageous to 
them. It is significant that employees on 
economic strike who may have been re
placed are denied a vote. An employer 
could easily thwart the will of his em
ployees by raising a question of repre• 
sentation at a time when the union was 
striking over contract terms. · 

<3> It would give employers the means 
to engage in endless litigation, draining 
the energy and resources of unions in 
court actions, even though the particu
lar charges were groundless. 

<4> It would deprive· workers of the 
power to meet the competition · of goodS 
produced ·under sweatshop conditions by 
permitting employers to halt every type 
of secondary· boycott, not merely those 
for unjustifiable purposes. · 

<5) It would 1:educe the responsibility of. employers for unfair labor .Practices 
committed in their behalf . . The effect 
of the bill is to narrow unfairly employer 
liability for antiunion acts and state
ments made by persons who, in the eyes 
of the employees affected, act and speak 
for management, but who may not be 
"agents" in· the strict legal sense of that 
term. 
· <6> At the same time it would expose 
Unions to suits for acts of violence, wild
cat strikes, and other actions, none of 
which were authorized or ratified 9y 
them. By employing elaborate legal 
doctrine, the bill applies a superficially 
similar test of responsibility for employ
ers and unions-each would be respon
sible for the acts of his agents. But 
the power of an employer to control · 
the acts of his subordinates is direct and 
final. This is radically different from 
the power of unions to control the acts 
of their members-who are, after all, 
members of a free association. 

5. The bill abounds in provisions 
which would be unduly burdensome or 
actually unworkable .. 

( 1 > The bill would erect an unwork
able administrative structure for carry
ing out the National Labor Relations 
Act. The bill would establish, in effect, 
an independent general counsel and ·an 
independent Boar.d. But it would place 
with the Board full responsibility for 
investigating and determining election 
cases-over 70 percent of the · present 
case load-and at the same time would 
remove from the Board the authQrity to 
direct and control tbe, personnel engage_d 
in carrying out this responsibility. 
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<2) It would invite conflict between 

the National Labor Relations Board and 
its general counsel, since the general 
counsel would decide, without any right 
of appeal by employers and employees, 
whether charges were to be heard by the 
Board, and whether orders of the Board 
were to be referred to the court for ~n
forcement. By virtue of this unlimited 
·authority, a single administrative official 
might usurp the Board's responsibility . 
for establishing policy under the act. 

(3) It would strait-jacket the National 
Labor Relations Board's operations by a 
series of special restrictions unknown to · 
any other quasi-judicial agency. After 
many years of study, the Congress adopt
ed the Administrative Procedures Act of . 
1946 to govern the operation of all quasi
judicial agencies, including the National 
Labor Relat~ons Board. Thia present bill 
disregards the Procedures Act and, in · 
many respects, is dirertly contrary ttJ the 
spirit and letter of th&t act. Simple and 
time-saving · procedures, already estal;>
lished and accepted as desirable by em
ployers and employees, would be sum
marily scrapped. The Board itself, de
nied the power of delegation, would be 
required to hear all jurisdictional dis- · 
putes CIVer work tasks. This single duty 
might require a major portion of the · 
Board's time. The review function with
in the Board, largely of a norijudicial 
character, would be split up and assigned · 
to separate staffs attached to each Board 
member. This would ,lead to extensive 
and costly duplication of work and rec-
ords. · 

(4) The bill would require or invite 
Government supervised elections in an . 
endless variety of cases. Questions of 
the bargaining unit, of representatives, 
of union security, of bargaining offers, 
are subject to election after election, ' 
most of them completely unnecessary .. · 
The National Labor Relations Board has · 
had difficulty conducting the number of 
elections required under present law. 
This bill would greatly multiply this load . . 
It would, in effect, impose upon the 
Board a 5-year backlog of election cases, 
if it handled them at its present rate. 

<5> The bill would introduce a unique 
handicap, unknown in ordinary law, 
upon the use of statements as evidence 
of unfair labor practices. An antiunion 
statement by an employer, for example, 
could not be considered as evidence of 
motive, unless it contailied an explicit 
threat of reprisal or force or promise of 
benefit. The bill -Nould make it an unfair 
labor practice to "induce or encourage" 
certain types of strikes and boycotts, and 
then would forbid the National Labor 
Relations Board to consider as evidence 
"views, argument, or opinion" by which 
such a charge could be proved. 

< 6) The bill would require the Board 
to "determine" jurisdictional disputes 
over work· tasks, instead of using arbi
tration, the · accepted and traditional. 
method of settling such disputes. In 
order to get its case before the Board 
a union must indulge in a strike or a boy
cott and wait for some other party to 
allege that it had violated the law. If 
the Board's decision should favor the 
party thus forced to violate the Jaw in 
order that its case might ·be heard,: the · 
Board would be without power over other 

parties to the dispute to whom the award · 
might be unacceptable. 

(7) The bill would require the Board 
to determine which employees on strike 
are "entitled to reinstatement" and hence 
would be eligible to vote in an election 
held· during a strike. This would be an 
impossible task, since it would require 
the Board arbitrarily to decide which, if 
any, of the employees had been replaced 
and therefore should not be allowed to 
vote. 

6. The bill would establish an ineffec- . 
tive and discriminatory emergency pro
cedure · for dealing with major strikes · 
affecting the public health or safety. 

This procedure would be certain to do 
more harm than good, and to increase 
rather than diminish widespread indus
trial disturbances. I am convinced that 
the country would be in for a bitter dig
appointment if these provisions of the bill . 
became law. 

The procedure laid down by ·the bill is. 
elaborate. Its essential features are a ' 
Presidential board of inquiry, a waiting 
period ·of approximately 80 days~en·
forced by injunction-and a secret-ballot 
vote of the workers on the· question of 
whether or not to accept their employer's . 
last offer. 
· At the outset a board of inquiry would 

be required to investigate ·the situation · 
thoroughly, but would be specifically for- · 
bidden to offer its informed judgment · 
concerning a ·reasonable basis for settle- · 
ment · of the dispute. Such inquiry 
therefore, would serve merely as a sound
ing board to dramatize the respective 
positions of the parties. 

A strike or lock-out might occur be
fore the board of inquiry could make 
its report, and perhaps even before the 
board could be appointed. , The exist
ence of such a strike or lock-out would 
hamper the board in pursuing its in
quiry. Experience has shown that fact
finding, if it is to be most effective as a 
device for settlement of labor disputes, 
should come-before the men leave their 
work, not afterward. Furthermore, an 
injunction issued after a strike has 
started would arouse bitter resentment 
which would not contribute to agree
ment. 

If the dispute had not been settled 
after 60 days of the waiting period, the 
National Labor Relations Board would 
be required to hold a separate election 
for the employees of each employer to 
find out whether the workers wished to 
accept the employer's last offer, as stated 
by him. Our experience under the War 
Labor Disputes Act showed conclusively 
that such an election would almost in':" 
evitably result in a vote to reject the 
employer's offer, since such action 
amounts to a vote of confidence by the 
workers in their bargaining representa
tives. The union would then be rein
forced by a dramatic demonstration, un
der Government auspices, of its strength 
for further negotiations. 

After this elaborate procedure the in
junction would then have to be dis
solved, the parttes would be free to fight 
out their dispute, and it would be man
datory for the President to transfer~ the · 
whole problem -to the C.ongr~s. even if: 
it were not in session. Thus, major eco-

nomic disputes between employers and 
their workers over contract terms might 
ultimately be thrown into the political 
arena for disposition. One could scarce
ly devise a less effective method for dis
couraging critical strikes. 

This entire procedure is based upon 
the same erroneous assumptions as those 
which underlay the strike-vote provision 
of the War Labor Disputes Act, namely, 
that strikes are called in haste as the 
result of inflamed passions, and that 
union leaders do not represent the 
wishes of the workers. We have learned 
by experience, however, that strikes in · 
the basic industries are not called in 
haste, but only after long periods of 
negotiation and serious deliberation; 
and that in the secret-ballot election the 
worke:rs almost always vote to support 
their leaders. · 
. Furthermore, a fundamental inequity 

runs through these provisions. The bill 
provides for injunctions to prohibit work
ers from striking, even against terms dic
tated by employers after contracts have 
expired. There is no provision assuring 
the protection of the rights of the em
ployees during the· period they are de
prived of the right to protect themselves · 
by economic action. · 
· In summary, I find that the so-called 

"emergency procedure" would be ineffec
tive. It would provide for clumsy and 
c~mbersome Government intervention; it 
would authorize inequitable injunctions; 
and it would probably culminate in a pub
lic confession of failure. I cannot con
ceive that this procedure would aid in 
the settlement of disputes. 

7. The bill would discriminate against 
employees. 

< 1) It would impose discriminatory 
penalties upon employers and employees 
f.or the same offense, that of violating the 
requirement that existing agreements be 
maintained for 60 days without strike or 
lock-out while a new agreement is being 
negotiated. Employers could only be re
quired to restore the previous conditions 
of employment, but employees could be 
summarily dismissed by the employer. 
. (2) The bill would require the Board 

to seek a temporary restraining order 
when labor organizations had been 
charged with boycotts or certain kinds of 
jurisdictional strikes. It would invite 
employers to :find any pretext for arguing 
that "an object" of the union's action 
was one of these practices, even though 
the primary object was fully legitimate. 
Moreover, since these cases would be 
taken directly into the c<>urts, they neces
sarily would be settled by the judiciary 
before the National Labor Relations 
Board had a chance to decide the issue. 
This would thwart the entire purpose of 
the National Labor Relations Act in es
tablishing the Board, which purpose was 
to confer on the Board, rather than the 
courts, the power to decide complex ques
tions of fact in a special . field requiring 
expert knowledge. This provision of the. 
bill is clearly a backward step toward. 
the old abuses of the labor injunction. 
No similar provision directed against em
ployers can be found in. the bill. 
- (3) The· bill would also require the 

Board .to give. priority. in investigating. 
charges of certaJ!?- ~q~ of unfair labor 
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practices against unions, even though 
such unfair labor practices might have 
been provoked by those of the employer. 
Thus the bill discriminates, in th1s re
gard, in the relief available to employers 
and unions. 

(4) It would impose on labor organiza
tions: but noi on employers, burdensome 
reporting requirements which must be 
met before any rights would be avail
able under the act. 

(5) In weakening the protections af
forded to the right to organize, contrary 
to the basic purpose of the National Labor 

· Relations Act, the bill would injure 
smaller unions far more than larger ones. 
Those least able to protect themselves 
would be the principal victims of the bill. 

8. The b111 would disregard in impor
tant respects the unanimous convittions . 
of employer and labor representatives at 
the national labor-management confer
ence in November 1945. 

<1> One of the strongest convictions 
expressed during the conference was that 
the Government should withdraw from 
the "collective-bargaining process, now 
that the war emergency is over, and leave 
the determination of working conditions 
to the free agreement of the parties. This 
bill proceeds in exactly the opposite di
rection. In numerous ways the bill 
would unnecessarily intrude the Govern
ment into the process of reaching free 
decisions through bargaining. This in
trusion is precisely what the representa
tives of management and labor resented. 

<2> A unanimous recommendation of 
the conference was that the Conciliation 
Sei·vice should be strengthened within 
the Department of Labor. But this bill 
removes the Conciliation Service from 
the Department of Labor. The new name 
for the Service would carry with it no 
new dignity or new functions. The evi
dence does not support the theory that 
the conciliation function would be bet
ter exercised and protected by an inde
pendent agency outside the Department 
of Labor. Indeed, the Service would lose 
the important day-to-day support of 
factual research in industrial relations 
available from other units of the Depart
ment. Furthermore, the removal of the 
Conciliation Service from the Depart
ment of Labor would be contrary to the 
praiseworthy policy of the Congress to 
centralize related governmental units 
within. the major Government depart
ments. · 

9. The bill raises serious issues of pub
lic policy which transcend labor-man
agement difficulties. 

(1) In undertaking to restrict political 
contributions and expenditures. the bill 
would prohibit many legitimate activi· 
ties on the part of unions and corpora
tions. This provision would prevent the 
ordinary union newspaper from com
menting favorably or unfavorably upon 
candidates or issues in national elec
tions. I regard this as a dangerous 
intrusion on free speech, unwarranted 
by any demonstration of need, and quite 
foreign to the stated purposes of this bill. 

Furthermore, this provision can be in
terpreted as going far beyond its appar
ent objectives, and as interfering with 
necessary business activities. It provides 

no exemption for corporr..tions whose 
business is the publication of newspa
pers or the operation of radio stations. 
It makes no distinctions between expend
itures made by such corporations for 
the purpose of influen'cing the results of 
an election, and other expenditures made 
by them in the normal course of their 
business "in connection with" an elec
tion. Thus it would raise a host of trou
blesome questions concerning the legal
ity of many practices ordinarily engaged 
in by newspapers and radio stations. 

(2) In addition, in one important area. 
the bill expressly abandons the principle 
of uniform application of national policy 
under Federal law. The bill's stated pol
icy of preserving some degree of union 
security would be abdicated in all States 
where more restrictive policies exist. In 
other respects the bill makes clear that 
Federal policy would govern insofar as 
activities affecting commerce are con
cerned. T-his is not only an invitation to 
the States to distort national policy as 
they see fit, but is a complete forsaking 
of a long-standing constitutional prin
ciple. 

(3) In regard to Communists in unions, 
I am convinced that the bill would have 
an effect exactly opposite to that in
tended by the Congress. Congress in
tended to assist labor organizations to 
rid themselves of Communist officers. 
With this objective I am in full accord. 
But the effect of this provision would be 
far different. The bill would deny the 
peaceful procedures of the National La
bor Relations Act to a union unless all 
its officers declared under oath that they 
were not members of the Communist 
Party and that they did not favor the 
forceful or unconstitutional overthrow 
of the Government. The mere refusal by 
a single individual to sign the required 
affidavit would prevent an entire national 
labor union-from being certified for pur
poses of collective bargaining. Such a. 
union would have to win all its objec
tives by strike, rather than by orderly 
procedure under the law. The union 
and the affected industry would be dis
rupted for perhaps a long period of time 
while violent electioneering, charges, and 
countercharges split open the union 
ranks. The only result of this provision 
would be confusion and disorder, which 
is exactly the result the Communists . 
desire. 

This provision in the bill is an h ttempt 
to solve difilcult problems of industrial 
democracy by recourse to oversimplified 
legal devices. I consider that this pro
Vision would increase, rather than de
crease, disruptive effects of Communists 
in our labor movement. 

The most fundamental test which I 
have applied to this bill is whether it 
would strengthen or weaken American 
democracy in the present critical hour. 
This bill is perhaps the most serious 
economic and social legislation of the 
past decade. Its effects-for good or 
ill-would be felt for decades to come. 

I have concluded that the bill is a 
clear threat to the successful working 
of our democratic society. 

One of the major lessons of recent 
world history is that free and vital trade
unions are a strong bulwark against the 

growth of totalitarian movements. We 
must. therefore, be everlastingly alert 
that in striking at union abuses we do 
riot destroy the contribution which 
unions make to our democratic strength. 

This bill would go far toward weaken
ing our trade-union movement. And it 
would go far toward destroying our na
tional unity. By raising barriers be
tween labor and management and by in
jecting political considerations into nor
mal economic decisions, it would invite 
them to gain their ends through direct 
political action. I think it would be ex
ceedingly dangerous to our country to 
develop a class basis for political action. 

I cannot emphasize too strongly the 
transcendent importance of the United 
States in the world today as a force for 
freedom and peace. We cannot be strong 
internationally if our national unity and 
our productive strength are hindered at 
home. Anything which weakens our 
economy or weakens the unity of our 
people-as I am thoroughly convinced 
this bill would do-l cannot approve. 

In my message on the state of the 
Union which I submitted to the Congress 
in January 1947, I recommended a step
by-step approach to the subject of labor 
legislation. I specifically indicated the 
problems which we should treat imme
dlately, I recommended that, before go
ing on to other pro.blems, a careful, thor.
ough, and nonpartisan investigation 
should be made, covering the entire field 
of labor-management relations. 

The bill now before me reverses this 
procedure. It would make drastic 
changes in our national labor policy first. 
and would provide for investigation 
afterward. 

There is still a genuine opportunity for 
the enactment of appropriate labor leg
islation this session. I still feel that the 
recommendations which l expressed in 
the state of the Union message consti
tute an adequate basis for legislation 
which is moderate in spirit and which 
relates to known abuses. 

For the compelling reasons I have set 
forth, I return H. R. 3020 without my 
approval. 

HARRY S. TRUMAN. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 20, 1947. 

The SPEAKER. The objections of 
the President will be spread at large 
upon the Journal, and the message and 
the bill will be printed as a House docu
ment. 

The question iS, Will the House, on 
reconsideration, pass the bill, the objec
tions of the President to the contrary 
notwithstanding? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey £Mr. HARTLEY,]. 

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
contentions on both sides of this measure 
have been loud and long. It has been 
debated at greater length in the Con
gress, in -the press, and over the radio 
than any other legislation in my mem
ory. The veto message of the President 
raises no contention which has not been 
thoroughly explored and discussed. I 
do not see that any further deoate will 
be material. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question. 
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The SPEAKER. Without objection,· 

the previous question is ordered. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, a point 

of order. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. LESINSKI. I believe we are en

titled to some time on this on the mi
nority side of the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman in
sists on making the point of order that 
a· quorum is not present, the Chair will 
accommodate him and count. [After 
counting.] Three hundred and foTty 
Members are present, a quorum. 

The previous question has been 
ordered. 

Under the Constitution, this vote must 
be determined by the yeas and nays. 

The question was taken; and there 
were-yeas 331, nays 83, not votirig 15; 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 85] 
YEAs--331 

Abernethy Colmer 
Albert Cooley 
Allen, Calif. Cooper 
Allen, Dl. Corbett 
Allen, La. Cotton 
Almond Coudert 
Andersen, Courtney 

H. Carl Cox 
Anderson, Calif. Cravens 
Andresen, Crawford 

August H. crow 
Andrews, Ala. Cunningham 
Andrews, N.Y. Curtis 
Arends Dague 
Arnold Davis, Ga. 
Auchincloss Davis, Tenn. 
Bakewell Davis, Wis. 
Banta Dawson, Utah 
Barden Deane 
Barrett Devitt 
Bates, Mass. D'Ewart 
Battle Dirksen 
Beall Domengeaux 
Beckworth Dondero 
Bell Dorn 
Bender Doughton 
Bennett, Mo. Drewry 
Blackney Durham 
Bland Eaton 
Boggs, Del. Elliott 
B0ggs, La. Ellis 
Bolton Ellsworth 
Bonner Elsaesser 
Boykin Elston 
Bradley Engel, Mich. 
Bramblett Engle, Call!. 
Brehm Evins 
Brooks Fallon 
Brown, Ga. Fellows 
Brown, Ohio Fenton 
Bryson Fernandez 
Buck Fisher 
Bu1fett Fletcher 
Bulwinkle Foote 
Burke Fulton 
Burleson Gallagher 
Busbey Gamble 
Byrnes, Wis. Gary 
camp Gathings 
Canfield Gavin 
Carson Gearhart 
Case, N. J. G1llette 
Case, S. Dak. Gillie 
Chadwick Goff 
Chapman Goodwin 
Chelf Gore 
Chenoweth Gossett 
Chiperfield Graham 
Church Grant, Ala. 
Clark Grant, Ind. 
Clason Gregory 
Clevenger Griffiths 
Clippinger Gross . 
Coffin Gwinn, N.Y. 
Cole, Kans. Gwynne, Iowa 
Cole, Mo. HageB 
Cole, N.Y. Hale 

XClli--472 

Hall, 
Edwin Arthur 

Hall, 
Leonard W. 

Halleck · 
Hand 
Hardy 
Harne&&, Ind. 
Harris 
Harrison 
Hartley 
Hays 
Hebert 
Hendricks 
Herter 
Heselton 
Hess 
Hill 
Hinshaw 
Hobbs 
Hoeven 
Hoffman 
Holmes 
Hope 
Horan 
Howell 
Jackson, Call!. 
Jarman 
Jenison 
Jenkins, Ohio 
Jenkins, Pa~ 
jennings 
Jensen 
Johnson, Call!. 
Johnson, Ill. 
Johnson, Ind. 
Johnson, Tex. 
Jones, Ala. 
Jones, N.c. 
Jones, Ohio 
Jonkman 
Judd 
Kean 
Kearney 
Kearns 
Keating 
Keefe 
Kerr 
Kersten, Wis. 
Kllburn 
Ktlday 
Knutson 
Kunkel 
Landis 
Larcade 
Latham 

-Lea 
LeCompte 
LeFevre 
Lewis 
Lodge 
Love 
Lucas 
Lyle 
McConnell 
McCowen 
McDonough 

McDowell 
McGarvey 
McGregor 
McMahon 
McMHlen; Dl. 
MacKinnon 
Macy 
Mahon 
Maloney 
Manasco 
Martin, Iowa 
Mason 
Mathews 
Meade, Ky. 
Meade,Md. 
Merrow 
Meyer 
Michener 
Miller, Conn. 
Miller, Md. 
Miller, Nebr. 
Mills 
Mitchell 
Monroney 
Morton 
Muhlenberg 
Mundt 
Murray, Tenn. 
Murray, Wis. 
Nixon 
Nodar 
Norblad 
Norrell 
O'Hara 
O'Konsk1 
Owens 
Pace 
Passman 
Patterson 
Peden 
Peterson 
Phillips, Callt. 
Pickett 
Ploeser ' 
Plumley 

Angell 
Bates, Ky. · 
Bishop 
Blatnik 
Bloom 
Brophy 
Buchanan 
Buckley 
Butler 
Byrne,N. Y. 
Cannon 
Carroll 
Celler 
Clements 
Crosser 
Dawson, Ill. 
Delaney 
Ding ell 
Donohue 
Douglas 
Eberharter 
Feighan 
Flannagan 
Fogarty · 
Folger 
Forand 
Gordon 
Gorski 
Granger 

Poage 
Potts 
Poulson 
Preston 
Price, Fla. 
Priest 
Rains 
Ramey 
Rankin 
Redden 
Reed, Dl. 
Reed,N. Y. 
Rees 
Reeves · 
Rich 
Richards 
Riehl man 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rizley 
Robertson 
Robsion 
Rockwell 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Mass. 
Rohrbough • 
Ross 
Russell 
Sadlak 
St. George 
Sanborn 
Sarbacher 
Sasscer 
Schwabe, Mo. 
Schwabe, Okla. 
Scoblick · 
Scott, Hardie 
Scott, · 

Hugh D., Jr. 
Scrivner 
Seely-Brown 
Shafer 
Short 
Sikes 
Simpson, Dl. 

NAYs-83 

Harless, Ariz. 
Hart 
Havenner 
Hedrick 
Heffernan 
Holifield 
Huber 
Hull 
Jackson, Wash. 
Javits 
Johnson, Okla. 
Jones, Wash. 
Karsten, Mo. 
Kee 
Kennedy 
Keogh 
King 
Kirwan 
Klein 
Lane 
Lanham 
Lemke 
Lesinski 
Lynch 
McCormack 
Madden 
Mansfield, 

Mont. 
Marcantonio 

Simpson, Pa. 
Smathers 
Smith, Kans. 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, Va. 
Smith, Wis. 
Snyder 
Springer 
Stanley 
Stefan 
Stevenson 
Stigler 
Stockman 
Stratton 
Sundstrom 
Taber· 
Talle 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thomas, N.J. 
Tibbott 
To we 
Trimble 
Twyman 
Vall 
Vinson 
Vorys 
Vursell 
Wadsworth 
Weichel 
West 
Wheeler 
Whitten 
Whittington 
Wigglesworth 
Williams 
Wilson, Ind. 
Wilson, Tex. 
Wolcott 
Wolverton 
WoOd 
Woodru1f 
Worley 
Youngblood 
~erman 

MUier, Call!. 
Morgan 
Morris 
Morrison 
Murdock 
Norton 
O'Brien 
O'Toole 
Pfeifer 
Philbin 
Phillips, Tenn. 
Price, Dl. 
Rabin 
Rayburn 
Rayfiel 
Rooney 
Sa bath 
Sadowski 
Sheppard 
Somers 
Spence 
Thomas, Tex. 
Thomason 
Tollefson 
Walter 
Welch 

NOT VOTING-15 

Bennett, Mich. Kefauver Patman 
combs Kelley Powell 
Dolliver Lusk Smith, Ohio 
Fuller McMillan, S.C. VanZandt 
Glffol"d Mansfield, Tex. Wlns~ead 

So -<two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the bill was passed, the oojec
tions of the President to the contrary 
notwithstanding. · 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Van Zandt and Mr. Dol11ver for, with 

Mr. Kefauver against. 
Mr. Gifford and Mr. McMillan of South Car

olina for, with Mr. Kelley against. 
Mr. Fuller and Mrs. Lusk tor, with Mr. 

Powell against. 

General pairs until further_ notice: 
Mr. Bennett of Michigan with Mr. Win

stead. 
Mr. Smith of Ohio with Mr. Combs. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mr. ROBSION. Mr. Speaker, a few 
minutes ago we listened to the reading 
of the veto message of the President 
upon H. R. 3020, the Labor-Management 
Relations Act. Immediately following 
the reading of the message, as provided 
by law, the roll was called. The question 
submitted was, Shall the House pass the 
bill notwithstanding the veto? Three 
hundred and thirty-one voted "aye," and 
83 voted "no"-4 to 1. Only 71 Demo
crats voted to sustain the veto-4 to 1 to 
override the veto. 

The President states: 
I share with the Col'gress the conviction 

that legislation dealing with the relations 
between management ana labor is necessary. 
I heartily condemn abuses on the part of 
unions and employers, and I have no patience 
with stubborn insistence on private advan
tage to the detriment of the public interest. 

The President agrees with the Con
gress that legislation was and is neces
sary and that three groups have a vital 
interest in the legislation-labor, man
agement, and the American people as e. 
whole. I have always insisted that-

First. Labor has rights that should be 
and must be respected and protected. · 

Second. Management has rights that 
should be and must be respected and pro
tected. 

Third. The American people as a 
whole have rights that should be and 
must be respected &nd protected. 

I have always believed that the work
ers of this country should have the right 
to organize to protect their just rights 
and interests and the right to bargain 
collectively with management and to 
have that high standard of wages that 
will make it possible for them and their 
families to maintain the high American 
standard of living for themselves and 
their fap1ilies_, and, proper working con
ditions and reasonable hours and also 
the protection of their health and old
age requirements. Every fair-minded 
consumer should be w11ling to pay such 
sum for food, clothing, shelter, and other 
goods and materials as will enable the 
producers to pay real American wages 
and a reasonable profit to those whose 
money is invested. · 

Many persons have the notion that 
Members of the House and Senate were 
born with a silver or a gold spoon in 
their mouths. This is not true. I am in
formed that more than 85 percent of the 
Members of the House and Senate earned 
their living and got their start in life by 
working with their hands. They came 
from the homes of families with few 
opportunities or from the great middle 
class of this country. They know what 
it means to toil on the farms, in the 
shops, mills, mines, ·and on the railroads 
of our country. I w_as born the son of. 
a tenant farmer and worked in carshops, 
foundries, on the farm and the saw
mills, in the log woods and at anything 
that I could find to do with my hands 
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that was honorable. For the most part, 
I diQ. my OWn cooking and washing while 
trying to secure some education. I think 
I know something about the viewpoint 
of those who toil. In all of my years of 
practice of the law, I never took a case 
against an injured worker or against the 
widow and orphan of a deceased worker. 

This bill was not written by a lot of 
corporation lawyers. It is the result of 
the efforts of a committee of the House 
that held hearings for more than 6 weeks 
and all those who desired to be heard 
were heard, giving to this committee 
facts and views. This included of course 
the workers and their representatives, 
management and its representatives, and 
many persons in every walk of life. The 
committee then considered the bill for 
weeks. The bill was considered for many 
days in the House. Every line of the bill 
was read, many amendments were -of
fered and some were adopted and many 
speeches were made by each and every 
Member of the House who desired to 
express his or her views. On a roll call, 
the House then passed the bill by a vote 
of 307 to 108. The bill · then went to the 
Senate where it was ·considered by a Sen- , 
ate committee and then on the floor of 
the Senate and I am glad· to say that it 
was greatly modified in the Senate. · I . 
was frank to say that I was not for the· 
Hartley bill as it was· written ·and -- would 
have voted against -it had it been the bill 
that was submitt_e~; for .final c~nsid~l'\~'\" 
tion. · The Senate, after many days of 
consideration, and after many amend
ments were o1Iered and many were 
adopted, passed the bill on a record vote 
by an overwhelming majority. As there 
were differences between the House and 
Senate bills, they were referred to a con
ference oommittee, made up of 5 Sena
tors and 5 Representatives from the ap
propriate committees of the House and 
Senate, and after long consideration, the 
conferees of ·the House and Senate sub
mitted the final compromise bill. The 
conference report was considered in the 
House and adopted by a record vote of 
approXimately 4 to 1. A ma}ority of 
Democrats, as well as Republicans, voted 
for the compromise bill, in the Senate~ 
and that is the bill that went to Presi
dent Truman for his conSideration and 
that is the bill that was vetoed today by 
the President and passed by the House 
by a vote of 4 to 1. I know of no piece 
of legislation that has received more 
thorough consideration, every word and 
every line in the bill, as this b111. 
· Now, the President in his veto message, 
undertakes to say that everything in the 
bill is wrong. ·In all of my years of serv
ice in the House and Senate, I have 
never read a veto message that was so 
unfair and that had so little regard for 
the facts and for reason, commonsense, 
and justice as this veto message. I am 
led to wonder if the President ever had 
the time or took the time to read this 
bill which they say_ contains scores of 
pages. Who wrote the veto message? I 
said on the floor today that in my opinion 
this veto is a political message and that 
it would not have been made but for the 
fact that former Vice President Henry 
Wallace has been speaking throughout 

the Nation to tremendous crowds who 
were paying from $1 to $3 to hear him 
speak, and in these speeches he was de.
nouncing many of the policies of Presi
dent Truman and was favoring a third 
party. This veto message, in my opinion, 
is an effort on the part of President 
Truman to appease the apparent strong 
following of Mr. Wallace, especially the 
radical element of that following and 
turn them away from Wallace to Presi
dent Truman. He and his leaders, of 
course, realize the threat to-ws chances 
next year if Mr. Wallace continues in 
this course. 

But, according to Mr. Trumal), there is 
nothing good in this bill. There is no 
doubt but what the Members of the 
House and Senate have had one real · 
purpose in mind t,nd that is to bring out 
a bill that will be fair ·~o management 
and labor and at the same time, protect 
the interest of the American people as a 
whole and promote the welfare of our 
Nation. 

LEGISLATION NECESSARY 

In_ his veto message, tbe President. sai~ 
that legislation was necessary. That 
appears to b-e the opinion of a.pproxi- : 
mately 85 percent of the American 
people according to the Na.tion-wiqe polls · 

. taken and the Congress is · ih general .-
agreement with tpe Pr~sident that legis
lation is' n~essary, not only to bring · 
about more · just and fair. relations be
tween labor '.and·--:managerilent, but ·also 
in the ·interest of the American people 
as a whole. What is the record on this 
matter? · . 

The ·records of the Government show 
that for the · 6-year period before the 
adoption of NIRA-Blue Eagle-there 
was an average each year of 700 strikes 
involving on an average 270,000 workers. 
This average increased !'rom year to' 
year so that by the year of 1946 there 
were 4,985 strikes involving millions of 
workers with 119,000,000 man-days lost. 
We had a number o( disastrous strikes 
last year which resulted in loss of bil
lions in wages to the workers, tremendous 
losses to management, a curtailment of 
production and great ·inconvenience and 
loss to America. It is believed that 
all the fundamental essential rights of 
the workers have been preserved in this 
bill and it provides for equal justice be
tween management and labor. It; in 
my opinion, strengthens conciliation and 
mediation of the differences between 
management and labor and if both sides 
will keep always before them the Golden 
Rule and realize fully what it means to 
be an .American and have a part in this 
great country and what their joint efforts 
can .do not only for themselves and for 
the American people, and be men of 
"good will" and. not "ill w111," I am very 
hopeful that this measure will benefit 
them and the American people as a 
whole.' No one can claim perfection of 
this bill or any other bill of such vast 
importance. This bill provides that 
there shall be a thorough study made of 
this whole problem of labor-management 
relations in the hope that if the Congress 
has not done the best thing that could 
be done, that am£>ndments may in due 

c9urse correct whatever may be inequi
table or unfair either to labor or manage
ment. 

. It grieves me very much that after so 
much sincere, honest, and faithful work 
has been put upon a bill that the Presi
dent denounces all of this work, de
nounces the bill in toto, says it is all 
wrong and undertakes to say that the 
overwhelming majority of Congress has 
labored without results. The President 
seems deeply concerned about the work
ers. · He had an opportunity the other 
day to sign a bill that passed the House 
by more than 3 to 1 and in the Sen
ate by nearly 2 to 1 granting a 30-
percent tax reduction to approXimate
ly 30,00Q,OOO low-income taxpayers. 
These were largely made up of working 
people, teachers, and so forth. It would 
gjve considerably more relief than the 
30 percent to 1,500,000 persons 65 years 
of age or over. It only gives 20-percent 
relief to the 17,000,000 more income-tax 
payers in . the middle income. brackets 

·and 10% percent to less than 1,000 of the 
top income-tax .payers.· .The President 
could also po a lot for labor in bringing 
down .prices of food;. clothing, -and so · 
forth. Under his policy we 'are stripping 
this country _of its meat, coni, .wheat, 
fruits, clothing., e.qujpment, and other 
supplies and shipping them to foreign 
countries ' either as ·gifts or on . credits . 
extend~d . b3\ our coun_tr~. ~).It which will 
never be repaid. WitQ. this money we · 
are loaning· to them tbey c:Ome· tnto otir 
country and our marketS and compete 
with our own consumers and up goes the 
prices of almost everything· we consume. 
Why does not the President show a little 
more concern in· this regard for Amer-
ican workers? · 

THE RAU.ROAD LABOR ACT . · 

This· , bill does ·not cover railroad : 
workers, _ but· the bill vetoed today in 
many re5pects follQws the Railroad Ad- · 
justment Acts that were passed with the 
cooperation of the railroad wor~ers of 
the-Nation, and which acts have proved 
to ' be the finest and 'most satisfactory . 
labor laws ever passed by the Congress. 
It-was urged that the Hartley-Taft bill 
requires a cooling-off 'period where dif
ferences arising between labor and man-

. agement in industries cause the stop13age 
of work which would endanger the pub
lic health and security of our Nation. 
This provision does not apply to the 
health and security of a community, but 
to the public health and security of the 
Nation as a whole. If either management 
or labor plans to have a shut-down of an 
industry when such action will impair 
the national health and national secu
rity, what reasonable man would not be 
in favor of a cooling.,.off period and give 
the parties ample opportunity to try to 
adjust their differences themselves with 
the aid of the mediation and concilia
tion services of the Government which 
is set UP as an independent agency by 
this bill? It seems that such action 
would be in the interest not only of man
agement but of labor as· well, and in the 
interest of the health and security of 
our country. It is a very serious matter 
in peace or . war for one of our great 
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Nation-wide industries · to ·close · down 
abruptly. It of course means a great 
Joss and hardship not only to the· par
ticular hundreds of thousands or mil
lions of laborers involved, but it is a real 
threat to the security of this country 
and the health of the people of the Na
tion as a whole; but this bill expressly 
provides that any worker can quit his 
work at any time; and it also expressly 
provides that no man may be compelled 
to work against his will; and this, of 
course, is not a slave bill and it violates 
no law of this country against slavery 
or forced labor. When a railroad or 
other industry or utility closes down, 
that threatens the health or security of 
the Nation as a whole; that not only 
stops that particular industry, but it 
closes down thousands of factories, , 
-shops, and mills and perhaps will throw-
-several million people out of work who 
·were in no way respon:ible for the shut
dow~ of this particular industry; and, 
of course, it will affect the hospitals, the 
·schools, the churches, the homes, and 
the activity of millions of Americans, 
and. threaten their health and security. 
· This ·bill eliminates the so-called 
·closed shop. The railroad adjust
ment acts that have worked so well do 
the very same thing. It has been in the 
law since the Railroad Adjustment Act 
was first passed more than 25 years at:;o. 
In fact, those acts expressly forbid the 
closed shop and the railroad· workers, as 
a general rule throughout the Natfon, 
have themselves opposed the so-called 
closed .shop and the railroad workers 
have never asked for or been granted the 
check-off system. Membership in the 
railroad brotherhoods is entirely volun
tary. I have talked with many of them 
and they claim that they try tc, run their 
organizations and make them so attrac
tive that railroad workers will want to 
belong to them and receive the benefits 
provided by law. Many polls within the 
last year or two of the American people 
and also of organized labor have ex
pressed opposition to the closed shop. 
In fact only 8 percent of the American 
people favor closed shops, and a ma
jority of the union workers h9.ve ex
pressed themselves against. the closed 
shop: 

This bill provides for a union shop and 
the right to bargain collectively through 
bargaining agents chosen by the workers 
themselves. It provides that if 51 per
cent of the workers in any shop or plant 
or industry express a desire to form a 
union shop they have the authority and 
right under this bill to form such a union 
shop and select their collective bargain
ing agent. 

THE GOVERNMENT BY INJUNCTION 

It has been urged that this bill au
thorizes the issue·of an injunction in any 
.and all cases. This is not true. The use 
of the injunction, in my opinion, is more 
limited than 1t is under the present law. 
It does permit the Federal Government 
.to issue an injunction 1n cases where 
there is or about to be & stoppage of work 
in an industry which threatens the pub
lic health and security of the Nation. It 
must be in a Nation-wide dispute and 

·it · must be clearlY· shown to the court 
that the public health and security of the 
Nation are threatened. -This injunctive 
proceeding is a matter of temporary re
lief. The purpose of it is to hold mat
ters in abeyance until the differences 
may be adjusted by collective bargain
ing, and if this fails, to try to reach a 
settlement through independent concil
iation and mediat-ion boards that are 
provided for in this bill, and this injunc
tive process cannot be held for more than 
80 days. 'rhis does not prevent, how
ever, any worker from quitting his job 
at any time he may desire. 

Where the disputes or differences arise 
in plants or industry that do not affect 
the public health or security, every op
portunity and right is given to labor and 
management to adjust their own differ
ences· and, of course, in such cases some 
stoppages of work may be e~tended over 
a considerable period of time. It is the 
hope of the Congress that labor and 
management will, more in the future 
than in the past, respect the rights and 
the self-interest of their joint .undertak
ings. Labor and management has al
ways reminded me of a good team of 
horses. Where they pull together, the 
equipment is preserved and the load is 
moved. Where one horse-starts to pull 
while the other balks, the equipment and 
harness are generally broken and tom 
and the load is not moved:- Labor needs 
the jobs and the_ pay. Management can
not get along without labor. Great pros
perity and unusual benefits are the re
wards of management and labor when 
they pull together. Loss, misery, and 
unhappiness are the fruits of discord. 

GOOD WILL AND ILL WILL 

The Congress here has dont its very 
best to pass a law that will do the job for 
men of good will, both of labor and 
management. It will improve present 
conditions if labor and management are 
of good will. No law on labor and man
agement relations can be passed by Con
gress that will work successfully if those 
engaged in each group are men .of ill 
will. Each group must bear in mind all 
the time that one cannot get along with
out the other and that their failure to 
make the most of their opportunities and 
get along result in loss to themselves and 
great loss to -their neighbors and to their 
fellow Americans. Many of the im·por
tant labor leaders of the country for some 
years have expressed great concern about 
the so-called jurisdictional strikes and 
sympathy strikes but these labor leaders 
have expressed the opinion .generally 
that they have worked hard to cut out 
jurisdictional and sympathy strikes and 
that they will continue to do so, but they 
seem to be unable to carry out this pur
pose. President Truman has expressed 
disapproval of jurisdictional and sym
pathy strikes. A study of the facts show 
some interesting and almost unbelievable 
situations arising daily jn this country by 
reason of jurisdictional and sympathy 
strikes. These disputes and strikes often 
occur in one or more of our large labor 
unions, one branch of the union striking 
against another branch of the same 
union, and sometimes the members· of 

.one great union strike against the action 
of another union. For instance, there 
has come to our attention that building 
equipment manufactured in a union shop 
where management and labor were get
ting along happily had been sent to some 
city to be installed in buildings and 
homes. These buildings were being·con
structed by union men belonging to an
other union and they refused to install 
this equipment and finish constructing 
the job because the equipment was man
ufactured by union men of a different 
union. It is surprising how many in
stances there are of this kind. 

Now, there are the contractors and 
owners of this construction who must lie 
idly by because of this unusual and un
fair, and I might say un-Ame.rican, sit
uation;· Again _ some ditfer_ences m~Y 
arise in a union shop between manage
ment and labor, and the . w-orkers strike. 
While that strike is in progress the union 
men in some other part of the country 
belonging to a different union go on a 
so-called sympathy stril,{e. . The men in 
the latter shop have a good union con
tract and are getting along withoqt any 
trouble with m.anagement. These two 
types of strikes are outlawed and if .this 
law is followed and is properly adminis
tered, many-strikes will be · eliminated. 

CONTRACI' RESPONSlBIL~ 

For a number of years high, -respon
'sible labor leaders have ·stated over and 
over that· they believe in the observance 
of contracts by bqth parties. One of the 
·purposes of organizing and collective 
pargaining is to make a . contract by 
·management and the worlters. This bill 
provides that management and labor 
each shaH fairly and honestly live up to 
the terms of their contract a,nd if either 
party breaks the contract and the other 
suffers loss or damage thereby, the party 
who is at fault must respond in fair and 
just damages. If the parties do not in
tend to live up to their contract, why 
should they take the time, trouble, and 
incur expense · of making a contract? 
Ever since I have been old enough to 
know anything I have always believed 
that each party should keep his or her 
contract if it is reasonably possible to 
do so. · It seems to me that this is simply 
old-fashioned honesty and square deal
ing. Of course, times are fiush now and 
employment is plentiful but the time 
may soon come when conditions change 
and management may find it convenient 
to close down their plant and break their 
1-year or 2-year collective-bargaining 
contract with their workers and shut 
down the plant and throw the workers 
out of employment. Would not the 
workers then be very glad to have a 
provision in the law that would protect 
them from any such conduct .. on the part 
of management? 

FORBIDS VIOLENCE BY EITHER PARTY 

This bill would protect the workers 
against unfair treatment and violence on 
the part of management and at the same 
time it would prohibit violence and the 
unlawful destruction of property on the 
Jjart of workers. That is now the law, 
and it has always been the law in this 
country and, in this connection, this bill 



7492 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE JUNE 20 
is opposed to the so-called mass picket
ing. It preserves the right of the 
workers to engage in peaceful picketing. 
The courts of this country have · de
nounced mass-picketing and violence. 
There have been cases in this country 
where literally thousands of persons have 
picketed a plant and engaged in violence. 
In my honest opinion, labor nor man
agement never did help its cause by en
gaging in lawlessness, violence, and the 
destruction of the property of others, and 
under this bill and the law the company 
cannot mistreat; browbeat ·and engage 
in volence and lawlessness against the 
workers. . . 

This measure undertakes to provide 
fair treatment and protection for both 
labor and management in .all of their 
relations · to eath other. The workers 
are allowed a union shop provided a ma
jority of the workers vote for it . . The 
polls show a majority--of the union work
ers favor the · union shop, but not the 
closed shop. Industry-wide bargaining 
is authorized. It 'is necessary in many 
·of our Nation-wide Industries. WeUare 
funds are allowed if .jointly controlled by 
·labor and management. · Thi's does not 
prohibit welfare funds heretofore created 
·by collective barg·ai:riing. Union workers 
under this bill have ·greater tights and 
greater protection in their unions ~han 
they have under the present law. Super
visors, those who have the right to hire 
and fire and direct workers, are permit
ted to form and join unions, but they 
are not covered by the Wagner Act. The 
workers have the right to a · secret vote 
as to whether they will accept the last 
o1Ier by -their employer. These elections 
are generally conducted by the Director 
of Mediation and Conciliation. The 
union cannot have so-called subversive 
union ·officers . . It is found ·that Com:. 
munists and other subversive groups have 
wormed ·their way into Government 
offices, the churches, labor unions, and 
other American organizations. This 
would mean the Congress is trying to aid 
the unions in ridding themselves of Com
munists. 

J'ORBmS ZXPEND:rioRE OF STOCKHOLD~ OR 
UNION FUNDS 

This bill makes it unlawful !or the 
officers of any corporation or business 
ass_ociation. to expend the funds· of such 
corporation or. association for polltical 
purposes for the election of a President, 
Vice President, Senator, or Representa
tive. These funds belong to the stock
holders, and the officers have been for
bidden by law for years from using the 
stockholders' funds in an election for 
these Federal officers. This bill applies 
that same law to the officers of a labor 
union. They cannot use the funds of a 
labor union to aid in the election of Fed
eral officers-President, Vice President, 
Senator, and Representative. These 
funds belong to the members of the 
union. The Congress is of the opinion 
that it is unfair to the members to use 
their funds to elect Federal oinceholders. 
It was generally the case of some of the 
officers of the corporations or business 
associations belong to di1Ierent political 
groups and not interested in the same 
man or party and, therefore, the law says 
that the officers cannot use the funds of 

these stockholders as ·it is in many cases 
to help . elect men to office who are· op
posed by the stockholders or some of 
them. In almost every instance part 
of the members of the union favor one 
particular candidate or party while the 
other members are opposed to such 
candidate or party, and the question 
arises-Is is faJr for some two or three 
officers of that union to use the funds to 
help elect their particular candidate or 
candidates and use the money against 
the candidate or party of the other 
members? The President urged that 
this provision is unfair to both labor and 
management and that we have no right 
to pass such a law. The laws as to cor
porations and associations have been on 
the books for many years. This will 
not prevent the publishers of labor , 
papers and editors of such papers from 
·expressing themselves freely whether 
they are a journal of business or labor. 
All of the lo'dges that I know anything 
about forbid ' the use of the funds of the 
lodge to aid any candidate or ·party. 
. There again the funds belong to the · 
. members of the ·lodge and there is · usu• 
ally a division as to their political affili
ations. 

I might say that during all of my years 
of service I have never called on any 
business concern or labor organization· to 
-put any money into my campaign, and so 
-far as I know they have never done so. 
They have at times spoken complimen
tary of tne and my record in their jour
·nals, and· I think they have under· this 
bill the right to do whatever they have 
done for me heretofore. 

This, of course, .does not limit in any 
way any officer or stock-holder or any 
offic.er or member of a labor union from 
making such contributions out of his or 
her funds as is. now provided by law to 
the candidate or yarty of his or her 
choice. Thr. limitations of expenditures 
of the funds of corporations and others 
should have but one purpose and that is 
to make our elections as fair and clean 
as possible. I never heard one of our 
labor friends complain because · the law 
forbids officers of corporations and busi
ness associations fi:om making contribu
tions to candidates or parties. All of us 
have agreed that has always been a good 
law as the great corporations could out
spe~?-d the labor groups or individuals. 

EXTENSION .OF REMARKS 

Mr. ARNOLD asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial. 

Mr. MEADE of Kentucky. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks in the RECORD and include 
a survey by Kentucky veterans. I am 
informed by the Public Printer that this 
will exceed two pages of the RECORD and 
will cost $568, but I ask that it be printed, 
notwithstanding that fact. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
notwithstanding the cost, the extension 
may be made. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HAGEN asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks in the 
REcoRD and include an editorial appear
ing in Foreign Commerce Weekly. 

Mr. KEATING asked and was given 
permission-to extend his remarks in the 

RECORD regarding a bill he is introducing 
today, 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD and include an arti
cle appearing in a New York newspaper. 

Mr. KEARNEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an article. 

Mr. GILLIE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a speech by Eric 
Johnston before the Young Men's Repub
lican Club at Milwaukee-and an editorial. 

Mr. McDONOUGH asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD and include extraneous 
matter. · 

WHITE HOUSE COOPERATION NEEDED 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to address the · House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
rennarks. , 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania? . 

There was no objection . . 
Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, we have 

heard much during the past 6 or 7 months 
about cooperation, and working together 
harmoniously. I fail to see where we 
are getting any cooperation whatsoever 
from the White House. It seems strange 
to me when the House of Representatives 
by a vote of 331 to 83 voted to override a 
Presidential veto, as it did this afternoon, 
that csuch a great majority would be 
wrong and the Chief Executive and 83 
Members right. The Chief Executive 
seems to think he is the only one who is 
right. His promise to cooperate with 
the Republican House and the Republi
can Senate has gone out th~ window, and 
the only way the American ·people may 
hope _for cooperation is to put somebody 
in the White House who will cooperate 
with the majority of the Members of the 
House and Senate of the United States. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

. Mr. CURTIS asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial. · 

_Mr. MASON asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD on the subject of the Truman 
foreign policy and include an editorial 
on the same subject. 

Mr. ROBSION asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD following the action on the veto 
and include some extraneous matter. 

Mr. ANGELL asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD on two subjects and include cer
tain excerpts in each. 

THE LABOR BILL 

Mr. ROBSION. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ken
tucky? 

.. There was no objection. 
Mr. ROBSION. Mr. Speaker, we 

heard the message of the President 
urging us to kill the labor bill, and the 
House on a record vote here has voted 
331 to override the President's veto .and 
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83 in support of-his veto. Only 73 Dem
ocrats voted -to sustain the · veto. I do 
not think we .ought to be too hard ·on 
President Truman. He has had some 
hard problems, and his hardest problem 
is not in this labor bill, it is Henry Wal
lace. The vetoes on the tax bill and on 
this labor bill in my honest judgment 
are an effort to stop · Henry Wallace. 
Former Vice President Wallace has been 
speaking to great audiences throughout 
the country, ranging from 5,000 to 30,000 
peeple and the press reports that per
sons are paying from $1 to $3 to hear him 
speak. In these speeches, he vigorously 
criticized many of •the Truman policies 
and has strongly indicated that he favors a third party. He spoke to a large audi
ence here in Washington last Monday 
night and repeated his criticisms and 
stated more definitely his position on a 
third party. 

Mr. Wallace's activity has caused Dem
ocratic leaders here and over the Nation 
to get busy and they have been urging 
the President to veto the tax-relief bill 
and the labor-management relations bill, 
and the President has now vetoed both 
bills. The tax bill failed by three votes 

.to get a two-thirds majority, and 35 Dem
ocrats voted to override the veto on the 

.. tax bill and there will be no tax relief for 
the fifty million in~ome taxpayers of 
America this year. The President's veto 
message on the labor-management bill 
disregarded the records and the facts and 

. expressed opinions and stated· conclu
sions that are certainly net supported by 
the record or the facts. I am strongly 
of the opinion, and I have heard many 
others express the same view, that he 
would not have vetoed either bill or sub
mitted such ·an unfair and misleading 
veto message if he and many of his lead
ers were not deeply concerned over Mr. 
Wallace and his third party. Was he 
trying to take away the thunder and the 
supporters of Mr. Wallace!? Only 73 
Dentocrats were willing to follow and 
support the veto of the President. This 
bill could not have been passed over the 
President's veto by a 4-to-1 margin if it 
was not just and fair and supported by 
the record and the facts. 

SHIPMENT OF OIL TO RUSSIA 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to address the House for 1 
minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, news re

ports show that the loading of Russian 
tankers at San Pedro, Calif., is proceed
ing. The capacities of the 10 tankers 
which will carry our oil to the Russian 
naval base in Siberia indicate that the 
total amount of products will be in excess 
of one-half million barrels. Does this 
remind you of the days when oil and 
steel moved in great quantity to Japan? 

Certain of the administration officials 
say our oil supply situation here is in 
precarious balance with demand, and 
that the utmost in good management is 
necessary to make the proper distribu
tion of supplies. With one... hand, we 

send money abroad to prevent the ex
tension of commwiism and' with the 
other,· we provide the mother country of 
communism with 'our goods .. 

There is a law on the books providing 
for controls of exports. The control on 
oil shipments was removed months ago 
by the controllers. They were given au
thority to apply controls, or take them 
off as they pleased. I understand, it' is 
an exercise of administrative will that 
oil is being permitted to go to Russia. 

The administration is asking for a re
newal of the authority. What better 
proof can be supplied of the dangers of 
unchecked discretion than the failure to 
apply the controls to diversion of our oil 
supply to Russia. 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Speaker, the gen

tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GAVIN] 
has just made a disturbing observation 
relative to shipments of great quantities 
of oil to Russia, just revealed by the press. 
As chairman of Subcommittee No. 3 of 
the Armed Services Committee, I ris·e 
at this time to assure the gentleman and 
all other Members that I intend to stop 
these shipmei1ts if it is huinanly possible . 
I have already summoned officials ;of the 
Office · of Ipternational Trade to appear 
before my subcommittee tomorrow morn
ing to explain why such shipments of oil 
to Russia are being permitted in the face 
of an apparent shortage of oil in America. 

Mr. Speaker, we have an Export Co-n
trol Act which is intended to protect the 
American people against the shipping 
abroad of items in short supply in this 
country. The Office of International 
Trade is now seeking an extension of 
that act, which expires June 30. My 
committee has held hearings on a bill to 
extend the act and has reported it favor
ably. I appeared before the Rules Com
mittee 2 days ago to bring it before the 
House. 

During the hearings tomorrow I in-
. tend to ascertain why the Congress 

should continue the Export Control Act 
1f the Office of International Trade does 
not do what the act intends. I assure 
you, Mr. Speaker, a report of my findings 
next Monday. And let me add, unless 
these shipments of oil to Russia are stop
ped, I shall withdraw my support of any 
effort to continue export controls. 
PRESIDENT TRUMAN-THE TAX BILL AND 

THE LABOR BILL 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 
-Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, in reply 

to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 

[Mr. RICH] I desire to say that he is far 
wide of the mark when he accuses Presi
dent Truman of not cooperating with 
Congress, merely because he exercised 
his official prerogative in vetoing the so-
called labor bill. · 

I voted to override the veto, because 
I think the people of the entire country, 
including organized labor, will be better 
off if the measure becomes a law. 

But that does not mean I would accuse 
the President of refusing to cooperate 
with Congress merely because he did not 
agree with me on this particular measure. 

Ha-rry Truman is one of the most con
scientious men who ever occupied the 
White House, and I am sure he was sin·
cere in the stand he took on this bill, 
even though I disagreed with him. · 
. I voted to sustain him on the tax bill, 
for the simple reason that 1t took too 
much tax off the big taxpayers and not 
enough off the little ones. 

But for the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. RoBSION] to say that Henry Wallace 
intimidated or frightened President Tru
man into vetoing these two bills is just 
about as ridiculous as it would be to ac
cuse a jack rabbit of chasing a bulldog 

·out of the field, or a lightning bug of 
dimming the rays of the noonday sun. 

In addition to being ·one ·of the most 
conscientious meh I have ever known. 
H~rry Truman has as much courage as 
any man who has ever occupied the 
Presidency-at least during · your life
time and mine. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
. tleman from Mississippi · has expired. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

. Mr. HARRIS asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the REc
ORD and include an address by Hpn. W. F. 
NoRRELL at the fifty-sixth . commence
ment exercises of the College of the 
Ozarks on May 25, 1947. 

Mr. LANE asked and wa.S given per
mission to extend his remarks in the REc
ORD and include a very interesting article. 

Mr. KLEIN asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the REc
ORD and include a speech by Alexander 
Printz on Management Speaks to Labor. 

Mrs. DOUGLAS asked and was given 
permission to extend her remarks in the 
RECORD in four instances and to include 
certain extraneous matter. 

THE HOUSING BILL 

Mrs. DOUGLAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. DOUGLAS. Mr. Speaker, I take 

this opportunity to inform the Members 
of the House that I have today placed on 
the Clerk's desk a petition to discharge 
the Committee on Rules from further 
consideration of a resolution providing 
for the consideration of the long-range 
housing bill which has been introduced 
in the House of Representatives by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. JAVITSJ , 
and in the other body by Messrs. TAFT, 
ELLENDER, and WAGNER. 
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Mr. Speaker, it is perfectly apparent 
that we are not going to have hearings 
on this bill. I do not mean at this mo
ment to discuss the need for housing in 
the country. I think most of the Mem
bers are aware of the need for housing. 

This bill will give Members an oppor
tunity to show where they stand on this 
matter which is of the most vital impor- · 
tance to the people of Amer.ica. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. SADOWSKI asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD. 

RELIGIOUS SITUATION -IN EUROPE -

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to address the Ho-use for 1 
minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Geo-r:. 
gia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, Secretary 

Patterson, in arranging for a group of 
·clergymen to tour Europe at Govern
.meRt expense and to report baek on the 
religious situation in· that part of the 
world, is playing into -the hands· of those 
who want to further appease Russia. 

The Secretary has permitted the no
toriously- Red Bishop Oxnard, of the 
Federal Council -of the Churches of 
America, tQ load down the .mission with 
.pro-Russians. While there are · some 
good men in the group,. the Oxnard 
crowd predominates, and it is a foregone 
conclusion that it will be a divided re
port that the group will ma.ke, which 
will provoke widespread controversy and 
do more harm than good. 

I should like to know by what a.uthor-
. ity does Secretary Patterson authorize 
and arrange for this mischievous busi
ness? Is he taking over the functions 
of the Department of State, or is this a 

·military mission? The trip should be 
canceled. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. KERR asked and. was given per
mission to extend his temarks in the 
RECORD and include an article appear
ing in the Evening Star of June 14, 
1947, by J. G. Hayden. 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex
tend his remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. FALLON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a letter and a 
resolution. 

Mr. MADDEN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a copy of an 
editorial. • 

Mr. ROONEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a statement by 
Senator WAGNER and a news article from 
the Syr..acuse Herald-Journal of May 
22, 1947. 

Mr. McCORMACK asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD and include an address 
recently made by Alexander Powell. 

FOREIGN LIQUIDATION COMMISSION 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent to address 

the House for, 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMAS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

permit me to call the attention of the 
House to a very flagrant act on the part 
of the Foreign Liquidation Commission. 
One of my constituents complained of 
the treatment he had received after the 
transaction had occurred. 

It was brought to my attention yester
day that bi~s had been heretofore re
quested looking toward the sale of part 
of the Canol property in Canada.. One 
bid had been received, and the dead line 
for the effectiveness of the bid, as ~tated 
by the bidder. was 4 p, m. yesterday. My 
constituent, the second bidder, delivered 
his bid to the office-of the Foreign Liqui
dation Commission about 3 p.m. yester
day. The bid was received and was in 
good order. Just a few minutes before 
4 o'clock one of the bidders, while in one 
of the offices of the Foreign Liquidation 
Commission, received ·informat-ion :·by 
eavesdropping that his bid was $25,000 
low. He immediately changed his -bid 
and bid $1 more than the other bidder. 
Then this bid was accepted by-the For
eign Liquidation Commissi.on after 4 
p.m. 

The irregularities were called to the 
attention of Maj. Gen. Donald Connolly, 
Commissioner, and members of his staff 
of the Foreign Liquidation Commission 
who participated in the negotiations. 
They then threw out all .bids, thus giving 
an opportunity to the eavesdropper to 
profit by his own unsavory conduct. 

General Connolly and his stair took an 
uninterested attitude,. and condoned the 
unfairness of the whole transaction by 
receiving the first bidder's changed bid 
after 4 p. m. had passed. I am wonder
ing how many similar transactions .have 
occurred like this where ordinary de
cency, fair play, and common honesty 
were ignored. I am also wondering 
whether this deal was cut and dried for 
the first bidder tq get the award promptly 
at 4 p. m. This and other matters should 
be carefully investigated. 

General Connolly's attitude is clearly 
in disregard of good business practices 
and fairness. No wonder the-people are 
up in arms and are losing confidence in 
some of the Federal agencies.. The gen
eral should resign his office immediately. 
And surely the Army should not take him 
back in, good standing because his con
duct has reflected upon his uniform and 
the two stars he wears. I have asked 
that an investigation be made of this 
transaction and of other transactions of 
the Foreign Liquidation Commission. 
The whole affair smells to high heaven. 

The SPEAKER. Thr time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 
PERMISSION TO EXTEND REMARKS AT 

THIS POINT 

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the RECORD at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, when 
the so-called Hartley bill, which was the 
original bill submitted to the House, was 
under consideration, I urged with all 
the sincerity at my command that it be 
rejected. At that time I informed the 
House that the- bill was an ill-advised, 
poorly drafted, complex ·collection of 
thoroughly confusing policy considera
tions and unworkable administrative 
techniques. My opposition to the bill 
primarily was based on the fact that it 
would create rather than diminish in
dustrial unrest and woulc! ultimately 
lead to class warfare in our Nation. 

Members of the House who have fol
lowed closely the press and the CoNGREs:. 
SlONAL REcORD since that date are well 
aware that my position respecting the 
so-called Hartley . bill found very sub
stantial support in the editorial pages 
of the press of the Nation and, almost 
unanimous endorsement by students of 
industrial relations and the trade-labor 
movement. That' b111 was characterized 
with surprising unanimity as a harsh 
and a repr~ss~ve measure that would lead 
to rather than avoid qiscoid. · 

After the Senate enacted the so-called 
':faft bill, editoda.l comment'. students of 
the subject of labor relations, even in
dustrialists, members of the bar, and 
almost every informed group and asso
ciation that commented characterized 
the Taft bill as a 'milder bill thim the 
repressive Hartley bili. Comment' was 
varied. So~e had hopes; others fears. 
But at least it did not receive the con
d-emnation that greeted the House bill. , 

After action by- the Senate and the 
House, conferees of both chambers met 
and reached agreement on the so-called 
Taft-Hartley bill. 

At the 'time this measure was before 
the House time did not permit me to call 
attention to the manner in which the 
so-called Taft bill had been made far 
more · drastic and, indeed, very nearly as 
restrictive as the original Hartley bill. 

Since passage by both Chambers of 
the conference bill, predictions that such 
a measure would result in industrial un
rest and would be resented both by man
agement and labor have been proved 
true. Witness the release of the Na
tional Catholic Welfare Conference, 
which is made up of all the Catholic 
bishops of the United SJ;ates, who, as 
everyone knows, have neither political 
motives nor special interests to serve. 
Theirs is an unbiased, scholarly, high
minded and ethical approach to the most 
dynamic, domestic issue of our times. 
Their interest is directed not toward any 
one segment of society, but their concern 
is the welfare and well-being of all the 
peoples at all times. Their statement, 
which appears in the Appendix of the 
CONGRELSIONAL RECORD at page A2833, 
reflect my own views in a striking 
manner. 

When the conference bill was last be
fore the House, I was not permitted suf
ficient time to elaborate on -my position 
and necessarily in the time permitted 
unhappily could only make limited ob
servations to characterize the bill. 

Although thereafter I reduced my posi
tion to writing with the intent of placing 
it in the RECORD, the statement by the 
National Catholic Welfare Conference so 
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accurately reflects my feelings arid ex
presses them so pointedly tli~t I can do 
nothing better than to adopt them as 
my own. 

The PreSident's message has said all 
that needs further to be said -about the 
bill. If each of you will pause and 're
flect, if each of you will search your own 
hearts and minds, if each of you will 
weigh the serious implications of his 
message and its meaning to our domestic 
situation, our international situation, 
and the future of this great country, I 
think that you will conclude that today 
is not the time for hasty, ill-considered 
action on this subject and will take this 
opportunity to make haste slowly for the 
future generations to whom we owe so 
much. The Nation was blessed in its re
cent hour of crisis when labor and in
dustry as a team, working in cooperation, 
accomplished miracles in the defense of 
democratic principles. Should the su
preme misfortune Qf another such crisis 
confront this Nation, and God willing 
that it does not, our hoPe and our 
strength will be found in the hearts of 
our citizens and what we receive at that 
moment will be in direct proportion to • 
the love and inspiration we find because 
of their feeling toward democracy. (Jod 
willing, labor will still believe that it has 
a stake in America. Whether we inspire 
that feeling and belief is our choice 
today. 

This is not to mean that labor has qone 
no wr.ang, or is above reproach. There is 
a wide area in .which.cqr:rective action is 
necessary-either by the house .of labor 
itself or, if needs be, by the Congress. 
For many years I have informed the 

• leaders of labor in America that the pub
lic will not long tolerate some of its 
practices, in particular the unnecessary 
boycotts ~nd jurisdictional disputes; that 
so long as such conduct remains uncor
rected by labor itself it will be· the re
sponsibility of Congress to ,take action 
in the interest of the public. But this 
measure goes too far-it strikes at 'the 
heart of collective bargaining. We can
not cor·:ect one wrong by committing 
another. · We cannot remove the causes 
of industrial unrest by restricting the 
processes and agencies necessary to the 
adjustmen't of differences. If this meas
ure corrected abuses only, I would sup
port it. But I cannot, in the interest of 
correcting admitted abuses, join in fur
ther hampering the processes of collec
tive bargaining. 

I stand ready to support at any time 
any measure which will preserve collec
tive bargaining and labor's rights but 
which will reach the abuses the Presi
dent has so eloquently called to our at
tention. In the interest of America, it 
would be unwise to go further. 

I consider the message of the President 
today one of the most constructive, cou
rageous, and informative messages I have 
ever heard delivered to the Congress. I 
regret that his veto was not sustained. 
I hope the Senate will sustain his veto, 
and I predict that history will record 
that the best interests of America were 
served by the sound, courageous position 
taken by President Truman in vetoing 
H. R. 3020. . 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the RECORD at this point. 
· The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. MADDEN]? 

There was no objection. · 
Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, Presi

dent Truman, in his message vetoing 
H. R. 3020, known as the Taft-Hartley 
labor bill, delivered one of the most cou
rageous and statesmanlike documents 
the Congress has received in a long time. 
Every American should read and study 
the President's veto message of this leg
islation. 

Since the open hearings started on 
labor legislation in the Committee on 
Education and Labor February 5, vol
umes of propaganda has been sent over 
the country by newspapers and radio in 
an e1fort to prejudice the minds of the 
American people against labor unions 
generally. The strategy of this cam
paign was to drive a wedge between the 
labor union membership and its leader
ship. The facts and· the true analysis 
of the final legislation which was passed 
by the Senate and House conferees has 
never been fully analyzed by the Ameri
can public. If this legislation is enacted 
into law, it will not only set back labor's 
progress a quarter of a century, but it 
will promote 'industrial confusion and 
chaos in the heavy industries through
out the country. 

President Truman, in his message, has 
clearly set out a number of provisions in 
this bill which will involve management 
and employees in highly complicated 
legal entanglements. One of the nu
merous involvements restrict even non
·labor newspapers from recommending 
or participating in political campaigns. 
It is unfortunate that the conference re
port was, brought in before the House 2 
weeks ago and the membership was com
pelled to vote on the seventy-odd pages 
without any opportunity of studying its 
contents. Had the message which Presi
dent Truman sent to Congress vetoing 
H. R. 3020 been delivered to the Ameri
can people over a month ago, so as to 
acquaint the public with the facts, I be
lieve this legislation could not have 
passed the House in its present form. 

Several years ago the so..:called Smith
Connally bill was passed in Congress un
der the same conditions of speed, propa
ganda, and public frenzy, but today even 
its congressional sponsors admit that 
that legislation was a mistake and con
tributed nothing to management-labor 
relations. • 

President Truman's message is a 
factual masterpiece and when the 
American people have digested the facts 
of this legislation, the repercussions 
against the Taft-Hartley bill will be as
tounding. My only fear is that if it be
comes a law, industrial production will 
have to suffer a period of chaos, con
fusion and strife until this legislation is 
drastically amended or repealed. Amer
ica cannot afford to go through this pe
riod during these critical times. 

Mr. MANSFmLD of Montana. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks in the RECORD at thil 
point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Montana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 

Speaker, I am sorry that no time was al
lowed to speak on the President's veto 
immediately a'fter it was delive.red, so I 
rise at this time in support of the Presi
dent's veto of the pending Taft-Hartley 
bill. 

On page 6383 of the RECORD dated 
June 4, the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. HARTLEY], the sponsor of this legis
lation, stated on the :floor when he 
brought in the .conference report: 

I call your attention to what Is left in this 
bill, because I think you are going to find 
there 1s more in this bill than may .meet the 
eye and may have been heretofore presented 
to you. 

No truer words were ever spoken as 
anyone who .has taken time to try and 
study this bill and conference report will 
know, because, in my opinion, should 
this ·bill become a law, it will be years 
before it will be clearly defined so that 
both labor and management will be able 
to understand it. . 

While there are some good and needed 
provisions in the Taft-Hartley bill, I have 
felt all along that the bill itself should 
have been divided into three ~ections: 
One to consider changes in the Wagner 
Act, and the other two dealing with the 
Conciliation Service and the emergency 
handling of utilities strikes affecting the 
national interest. Only by this means 
do · I think any Member of Congress 
would have had ·a chance to understand 
the type of legislation voted on. As . a 
matter of fact there was no attempt 
made in the House to divide the bill into 
sections so that we could achieve needed 
labor reforms this year. Furthermore, 
when the attempt was made in the Sen
ate to consider the present labor bill in 
three sections, it was voted down by an 
overwhelming majority in that body. 
To me this indicated that the Congress 
was not interested so much in trying to 
enact legislation which would remedy 
the inequalities between labor and man
agement but was in fact determined to 
pass an omnibus measure in which both 
good and bad legislation would be con
sidered together and thereby create a 
situation which would bring no good to 
labor or management but in the long run 
would be detrimental to both. 

Although there are some parts of the 
conference report having to do with 

. needed reforms, which I approve, I can
not see my way clear to support this 
measure, because I feel strongly that the 
Taft-Hartley labor bill is unfair to or
ganized labor and that the measure it
self is a device for making unions so 
weak that they cannot carry out effec
tive collective bargaining. The bill does 
not result in equalizing the rights of 
labor and managemep.t as it should, 
but under this measure management is 
given such an advantage over labor that 
it .can prevent efiective collective bar-

. gaining by unions. 
The conference report was brought be.: 

fore the House and it was impossible for 
any Member to thoroughly analyze the 75 
pages contained in it in the time allotted 
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to us. However, on the basis of my 
study-and I have gone through there
port and the bill-! am completely con
vinced that it is an impractical and un
administrable law. 

Virtually every amendment which · 
has been made threatens the legitimate 
rights of the American workman, and 
the net effect is to discourage and stifie 
collective bargaining and to impede, if 
not make impossible, effective enforce
ment of the National Labor Relations 
Act. 

Under the conference report every or
ganizational drive by unions, every effort 
to achieve collective bargaining, and 
every strike could be met and defeated 
by destructive lawsuits in the courts. 

In my opinion, any legislation that in
vites and encourages litigation over labor 
relations is not going to solve the prob
lems of labor's unrest nor is it going 
to bring about harmonious relations be
tween employees and employers. 

Furthermore, although the contention 
made is that the Norris-LaGuardia Act 
is amended to bring about more favor
able labor-management practices in ef
fect and through indirection, the. Nor
ris-LaGuardia Act is set aside. 

The measure passed by the House Will 
be the cause of a series of United States 
Supreme Court decisions to interpret and 
iron out the ambiguities which run ram
pant throughout the entire measure. It 
will open wide the doors to employers to 
bring a multiplicity of suit~~ which will 
empty the unions' treasuries because of 
the costs of litigations, and, in my fur
ther opinion, the act itself will be ad
ministratively unworkable. 

Under this measure tremendous pow
er has been given to the general counsel 
of the Board to administer this act and 
with such authority over the handling of 
labor-relations cases to such an extent 
that I do not think one man can handle 
the job nor do I think any one man 
should be entrusted with such a job. 

The bill itself is unfair to labor. It is 
destructive of legitimate labor rights. 
In my opinion it will cause more labor 
strife and chaos and the net result will 
be, I repeat, not only injury to the 
American ,Jorkman but in the long run 
injury to the American employer as well. 

In aC:dition to what I have already 
said, it forbids or removes collective bar
gaining on such vital issues as the closed 
shop, the Union shop, the check-off sys
tem, health and welfare funds and it 
allows injunctions in a variety -of sit
uations. 

It requires unions as a condition of 
seeldng legal redress, to file reports so 
detailed and burdensome as to paralyze 
effective action. It makes it illegal for 
unions to expel from membership a labor 
spy or one who has stolen union funds 
or who has led wildcat strikes; it elimi
nates the power of unions to remain in
ternally strong and united. 

New provisions were put into the con
ference report which we were not allowed 
to debate even though points of order 
were raised against them. The Concili
ation Service, despite its fine record, was 
removed from the Department of Labor. 
It leaves to the authorities in a State the 
question whether a Federal law shall be 
in effect in that State. It thus makes 

possible that any State legislature may 
nullify an act of Congress by passing ·a 
law of a different effect. This is some
thing entirely new and radical and, in 
my opinion, extremely ill-advised. 

It forbids labor papers, supported by 
dues-paying union members to print 
anyone's voting record. This is a de
nial of freedom of the press and of free 
speech. 

The way to industrial peace lies partly 
through collective bargaining on a plane 
of equality and partnership between la
bor and management and partly in , a 
Government policy which will eliminate 
the cause of industrial conflict. Only a 
domestic program based on a good wage 
policy, the lowering of the cost of living 
coupled with full production and full 
employment can give America industrial 
peace. This Congress has not done any
thing to meet its real responsibilities in 
many fields affecting the ordinary work
ingman, and the result is that the mini
mum wage remains at 40 cents an hour; 
the low-cost housing bills remain in com
mittee·; and the Labor Department has 
been starved for appropriations, with the 
result that child labor is on the increase, , 
and the NLRB has a backlog of more 
than 5,000 cases. 

No one really knows. ~hat this bill con
tains and no one, inducting the authors 
of this measure, have any idea of its full 
implications as has been aptly st~ted. If 
this bill is passed over the President's 
veto, it will give the lawyers of the coun
try a field day, because practically every 
section of this act Will have to be taken to 
the courts for final judgment. I am 
deeply sorry that the Congress has not 
seen fit to produce a bill which I could 
have consistently and conscientiously 
supported. I personally recognize the 
mistakes of labpr as I recognize the mis
takes of business too, but I do not see this 
bill as being any solution to the problem 
that it seeks to remedy. I shall, there
fore, vote to uphold the President's veto. 

Mr. SABATH asked and was give-n per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an article from the 
·washington Post by George Gallup, 
showing how the American people ap- • 
proved the action on the vote taken to 
defeat the tax bill. · 
.VOTE TO O~RIDE· THE PRESIDENT'S 

VETO OF THE LABOR BILL 

Mr. SABA'J'H. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous c.onsent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the reque1!t of the gentleman from Il
linois? 

There was no objection. 
1\[r. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I can

not help but extend to the Republican 
Members my deep-felt sympathy, be
cause I know that most of them voted 
to pass the labor bill over the President's 
veto against their desire and against 
their best judgment, but being driven by 
that strong, powerful machine--

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
that those words be taken down. He is 
accusing the Republicans of voting be
cause of the orders of some machine. 

The SPEAKER Does the gentleman 
withdraw the words? 

Mr. SABATH. Which? The word 
"strong" or the word "machine"? I will 
just change it to "organization." 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Illinois will proceed in order. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I ask that the words 
be taken down. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Dlinois will proceed in order. 

Mr. SABATH. The strong organiza
tion that the Republican Party has; and, 
of course, I myself believe in an organi
zation, but I believe in an organization 
that works in the ·interest of the people 
of the country. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Now, Mr. Speaker, I 
ask that the words be taken down. , 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Illinois has expired. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. BLACKNEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD and include an 
editorial from the State Journal, of 
Lansing, Mich. 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR., asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks 1n' the Appendix of the REcORD and 
include therein an article from the cur
rent issue of Newsweek. 

Mr. LEMKE asked and . was given per
mission to extend his }."emarks in the Ap
pendix of the RECORD and include an 
article from the United Farme-r. 

Mr. ROSS asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD and include an 
editorial. 

Mr. TWYMAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD and include ~n 
editorial from the Chicago Daily News 
PERMISSION TO FILE MINORITY VIEWS 

Mr. DEVITT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to have until mid
night tonight to file minority views on 
the bill H. R. 1639, the Employers Lia
bility Act. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
SOPHISTRY OF THE VETO MESSAGE ON 

THE LABOR BILL 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to· address the-House for 1 
minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman 'from 
Illinois? 

There' was no objection. 
Mr. MASON. Mr. SpeaKer, after very 

careful consider.ation of the veto message 
I have come to the c·onclusion that it 
contains more sophistry and more mis
representation than any message I have 
listened to from the White House in the 
10 years I have been here. I say and I 
think I can say it without successful con
tradiction that President Truman in this 
veto message out-Roosevelted Roose
velt in every sense of the word. 
ILL-ADVISED SHIPMENTS OF OIL AND GAS 

TO RUSSIA 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 ·minute and to revise 'and extend my 
remarks. 

/ 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman .from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Speaker, this 

business of shipping oil to Russia is a 
matter that should be given more than 
passing consideration from this Con
gress. When we consider that the Treas
ury Procurement Division reports that 
Russia today has a reserve of oil and gas 
ready for use of 150,000,000 barrels and 
that the "'nited States ranks fourth 
among the nations of the world in oil re
serves ready for use, having only 50,000,-
000 barrels, meaning that Russia · -has 
three times more than us, I think we 
should pause and consider whether we 
should continue shipping oil and gas to 
Russia at the ·rate of a million barrels 
per -month. 

Whom the gods would destroy they· 
first make mad. I am wondering if we 
are not mad already in shipping 1,000,000 
barrels of oil_ and gas to Russia when they 
already have a reserve of 150,000,000 bar
rels and we rank fourth among the na,_ 
tions of the world with only 50,000,000 
barrels. 

There is something rotten -smelling in 
Washington and we ought to do some
thing about it. There are plal)s being 
formulated to reinstitute gas rationing in 
our Nation. Think of it-rationing gas 
to American citizens and shipping 1,000,-
000 barrels per month to Russia. · 

RESERVES 

According to Treasury Department 
reports Russia today has a reserve of 
processed ready to use fuel oil and gaso
line of 150,000,000 barrels. Of an the 
nations of the world in reserve oil and 
gas ready to use the United States is 
fourth with 50,000,000 barrels. I repeat 
Russia is first with 150,000,000 barrels. 
In case of war today to fiy -planes, and 
run ships and tanks Russia has a reserve 
of 150,000,000 barrels and we the United 
States have only 50,000,000 barrels, yet. 
we are shipping oil and gas to Russia. 

RUSSIA'S DEMANDS TODAY AS COMPARED TO 
PREVIOUS 

Incidentally Russia is requesting from 
us today more oil and gas than she re
quested during the war. 

The heads of our military in a com
munication to the committees in Con
gress has warned that the supply of oil 
and gas in the United States is only 
enough for normal military peacetime 
operations. In fact many normal opera
tions have been cut out because of the 
small supply of oil and gas in America. 
The tragedy is that if war broke out today 
our military could not meet the emerg
ency. This communication brought out 
the shortage in America will be critical 
until we get oil in abundance from 
Persia. 

Government officials in Washington 
are warning that in the next 30 days it 
may be necessary to ration gasoline in 
the United· States of America. At the 
same time a week ago in a Los Angeles 
harbor a Russian tanker sailed with 50,-
000 barrels of gasoline and oil. A few 
days ago two more Russian tankers were 
loaded with an equal amount. Ten more 

Russian tankers are waiting to be loaded 
with equal amounts in next 30 days. Al
most 1,000,000 barrels in~ 30 days. · 

THE SHIPMENT OF OIL AND GAS TO . 
RUSSIA 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute, to revise 
and extend my remarks, and to include 
two clippings from the Chicago J oumal 
of Commerce of June 17. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cal-
ifornia? · · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PIDLLIPS of California. Mr-. 

Speaker, supplementing what the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. O'KoNsKil 
just said, I wish to call the attention of 
the House to. the newspaper I have here. 
Under date of June 17, just a day or so 
ago, the Chicago Journal of Commerce 
reported three Russian -ships loading in 
California harbors, with oil and gas for. 
·Vladivostok, Here is what the article 
says: 
CALIFORNIA PORT LOADS RECOitn OIL SHIPMENT 

TO RUSSIA 

SAN ·PEDRO, CALIF., June 16.-Loading of 
what the Marine Exchange. described as the 
largest shipment of petroleum supplies to 
Russia ever made from this port proceeded 
today. 

The 50,000-barrel Soviet tanker Elbrus was 
loading with gasoline and oil. Two more 
50,000-barrel tankers, the Emba and the 
Krasnaia Armia, arrived and were prepared 
to load. The 65,000-barrel Taganrog is due 
Thursday. 
·· Two more Sovret ships, the Maikop and 
the Belgorod, have undergone repairs and 
are making ready to sail, and the exchange 
said eight other Soviet tankers were due in 
June. 

Purchases were being handled through the 
Amtorg Trading Co. and consignments were 
to Vladivostok~ 

In the same paper there is an editorial 
entitled "Oil-Why a One-Way Iron 
Curtain?" It reads as follows: 

OIL-WHY A ONE-WAY moN CURTAIN? 

(By Keith Fanshier) 
A dispatch from an important west coast 

port tells of current record-breaking ship
ments from that point of petroleum prod
ucts, consigned to the -Soviet Russian port 
city of Vladivostok. 

Considering the growing threat of petro
le~m shortage in the United States, large
scale exports of petrolt"Um bound for desti
nation in the Communist land itself have 
a strange aspect indeed. 

So also the recent movement of pipe to 
Russia while the needs of American oper
ators for that very pipe are contributing to 
the present supply stringency of the petro
lt"Um industry. 

In Washington today high Government 
officials are taking time from their routine 
duties to study the short oil suppl;v and its 
implications. Members of the industry too 
are deeply concerned . with the same situa
tion. Many key men have been appointed 
to groups named to study the threatening 
situation, as one phase of which the Govern
ment reports itself unable to obtain the 
petroleum needs of its military services. 

Yet apparently not only materials and 
equipm._ent needed by the petroleum indus
try, bu.t also the very oil products themselves 
can move by the hundreds of thousands of 
barrels right ·through the iron curtain. 

This would seem to be the very thing 
which the chairman of the National Petro
leum Council recently protested as watering 
the roots of communism. . 

The White House professes itself to be out
raged by recent developments on the conti
nent of Europe which clearly are Com
munist-inspired anct by which Red domina
tion of nearby nations is intensified. This 
Government is supposed to be casting about 
for means ·to express its position. 

Why would not a way to do this be to re
gard the iron· curtain as a · two-way rather 
than a one-way' institution, and treat it as 
such? · 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS Of California. I yield· 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. O'KONSKI. It should be brought 
out that there are -rumors it may be nee-· 
essary to impose gasoline rationing in the 
United States of America in the next 3(} 
days. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I thank 
the gentleman. · 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Is it not 
true that the President has the power at 
the present time to control these exports? 

Mr . . PHILLIPS of California. Yes~ 
that is my understanding. I think the 
gentleman's point is well taken. 

THE PRESIDEN'T'S VETO MESSAGE 

Mr. MAcKINNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask· 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for l minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Min
nesota? 

There was no objection.· 
Mr. MAcKINNON. Mr. Speaker, the 

President's veto message states that 
"labor-management cooperation is con-
stantly improving." · 

Nothing is further from the truth ac
cording to the statistics published y the 
United States Department of Labor. 
They are as follows: 

Man-days idle 
tltrouglt work 

Year: stoppage 1927 ______________________ 26,219,000 
1928 _________ , _____________ 12,632,000 
1929______________________ 5,352,000 
1930______________________ 8,317,000 
1931______________________ 6, 893·,.000 
1932 ______________________ 10,502,000 
1933 _______________________ 16,872,000 
1934 _______________________ 19,592,000 
1935 _______________________ 15,456,000 
1936 ______________________ 13,902,000 
1937 ______________________ 28,425,000 
1938______________________ 9,148,000 1939 _______________________ 17,812,000 

. 1940 _______________ .:._______ .fl, 701, 000 
1941 _______________________ 23,048,000 
1942_______________________ 4,183,000 
1943 ______________________ 13,501,000 
1944_______________________ 8,721,000 -1945 _______________________ SS,025,000 
1946 ______________________ 116,000,000 

Certainly an existence of more than 
three times as many strikes as ever be
fore existed in the history of this country 
is not evidence of "labor-management 
cooperation." It is, however, interesting 
to note the President's use of the word 
"cooperation" because it was also coop
eration that the President promised to 
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give this Congress. It is apparent from 
the President's actions with respect to 
the labor bill and the tax bill, and his use 
of the word "cooperation" in his veto 
message on the labor bill that his defini
tion. of cooperation does not fit that of 
any standard dictionary of the English 
language. 

Mr. Speaker, I have read the veto 
message and I have heard it read, and 
I have one observation to make. The 
President has in every instance in which 

- he construes the bill resorted to a spe
cious construction of its provisions, and 
in no instance has he resorted to a rea
sonable construction of the language of 
H. R. 3020. In the President's veto 
message there are many misstatements 
of the contents of the bill and no ·one can 
read the President's message on this sub
ject, his veto message of the Case bill last 
year, and conclude that he favors any 
legislation to cure any of the substantial 
evils which are presently existing in the 
labor-management field. His lack of any 
consistency in dealing with this problem 
is apparent particularly. in his comments 
in paragraph 6 of" his present veto · mes
sage with respect to major strikes that 
effect the public health or safety. He 
objects to t.his provision and·' yet the 
President was the man who proposed 
drafting striking railroad workers into 
the Army. For the life of me I cannot 
understand a person-who makes such a 
proposal and still objects to a reasonable 
proposal to allow mediation in such mat
ters of great national concern. · One can 
reach no other conclusion from bis ac
tions expect that he is against any labor 
bill that · is not exactly as he wishes it. 
If this is coooperation I cannot know 
the meaning of the word. · 

The veto message is a vicious. attack 
against the labor bill. With respect to 
that feature of his message I point out 
that if the bill were as drastic as his 
veto message attempts to paint it, then 
why did it take him so long to make up 
his mind as to whether he should veto 
the bill or sign it. 

Mr. Speaker, it was for the foregoing 
reasons that this House of Representa
tives was thoroughly justified in its ac.:. 
tion of overriding the President's veto 
by 331 to 83. I am informed that this 
is the most stunning rebuke that any 
President of the United States has ever 
received on a veto message in the entire 
history of our country. A clear majority 
of the Members of both parties voted to 
override. That was their answer to the 
pressure campaign in which labor organ
izations by · their own admission spent 
millions of dollars. The House has this 
day by their action restored the faith 
of many in representative government. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

. Mr. RANKIN as~f;!d and _was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an Associated Press 
article from Durham, N. C., on the ban
ning of two filthy screen films being 
shown by moving picture shows in that 
city. 

Mr. BENDER asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a speech by one of 
his constituents. 

SHIPMENTS TO RUSSIA 

Mr .. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, we have 

just learned from the gentleman from 
Wisconsin regarding the shipment of oil 
to Russia. Some time this afternoon we 
wm again discuss the so-called Voice of 
America. They will tell us that the 
Voice of America will be used to fight 
communism. 

Mr. Speaker, is is inconceivable that 
we should be shipping oil, locomotives, 
manufactured articles, and other equip
ment from this country to Russia, then 
spend $31,000,000 to ten the people of 
the world that we are out to fight com
munism. Mr. Speaker, I just cannot 
quite .comprehend tbis. 
ACTION OF THE HOUSE IN OVERRIDING 

PRESIDENT'S VE~O 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I . ask 
unanimous consent . to address the House 

· for 1 minute. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the ge·ntleman from Cali-
forpia? . . . , · 

There was no objection. 
Mr .. HOLIFIELD . . Mr . . Speaker, with 

corporation .profits the highest in · fhe 
history of America, with inflationary 
prices and the cost of living the highest 
we have known in many, many years, 
with the housing and building program 
falling o1I due to unrestrained mate
rial prices, 16,000,000 organized workers 
in America and their families will look 
·with fear today upon the action of this 
body. They can only await with prayers 
in their heart and hope that the action 
of the other body will be more. favorable 
to their needs. 

THE VOICE OF AMERICA 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr . . EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 

Speaker, I understand there is some de
laying action going on at this time on 
the floor of the House against the Voice 
of America, to hamper the bringing up 
of this bill. Therefore I am going to 
get my 2 cents' worth in at this time by 
reading a letter I have just received from 
a manufacturer in my district who has 
returned recently from Germany: 

I find the Communist Party active and 
distributing their literature and posters 
without regard for expense. The people of 
Germany and Europe in general are piti
fully unacquainted with the other side of 
the story. Although I am heartily in favor 
of economy, I deplore the possible cancella
tion of funds for the Voice of America, and 
any other similar agencies that are tending 
to neutralize Communist propaganda. 

I believe, in view of this, it is a mistake 
to filibuster any longer on this bill. 

Let us get on with the business of the 
day. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. SPRINGER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

AUTOMOBILES FOR AMPtrTEES 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute, to re
vise and extend my remarks and include 
an article by General Rusk appearing in 
the New York Times. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, G_eneral Rusk, who was a very 
famous flight surgeon during the war, a 
rehabilitation man, now th£ medical 
editor of the New York Times, wrote an 
article away back last December stating 
that in the last session the Congress 
passed a bill which gave automobiles 
to certain of the leg amputees. · He now 
endorses very strongly the taking in of 
the amputees who were left out of that 
bill and certain paraplegic cases that 
were not included. He said it was dis
criminatory. I' talked to General Rusk 
at the time the bill was introduced. He 
was not so enthusiastic about it then as . a rehabilitation measure, . but he told 
me lasf-autumn it was a very fine piece· 
of legislation for rehabilitation. It gives 
these men who ~are too disabled to ·get 
to and· from work or to' · get to and from 
college and from on-the-job-training 
a chance to get there, a chance to learn 
and to become productive in business. 
It gives them a chance in the sun, and 
it will bring back money to the Govern
ment in taxes also. I will say, Mr. 
Speaker, that we should not economize 
when it comes to the disabled veterans. 
That is the last thing the people of the 
United States want. They insist that 
the disabled be cared for-and helped 
first of all-they demand action for dis
abled veterans. 

The gentleman from New Jersey, 
Judge MATHEWS, made a masterly plea 
for his bill which includes veterans who 
were left out of the measure last year 
which was discriminatory. Last year's 
bill left out certain disabled veterans 
whose disabilities always have been 
classed together for rating purposes and 
for other benefits. 

The article in the New York Times is 
as follows: 
REHABILITATION ANOMALIES ARE NOTED IN 

THE LAW ON CARS FOR AMPUTEES-EARLY 
ADJUSTMENT IS HELD LIKELY AS TH:B 
EIGHTIETH CONGRESS CONVENES 

(By Howard A. Rusk, M. D.) 
In ward 3D at the veterans' hospital in 

the Bronx, New York City, two severely dis
abled men occupy adjoining beds.. Both are 
victims of spinal-cord injuries which have 
left them partially paralyzed. Both are clas
sified as being totally disabled. Both draw 
maximum Government pensions. They dif
fer, however, in degree of paralysis. The first · 
is a paraplegic suffering from paralysis of 
both legs; the second is a quadruplegic with 
paralysis not only of the legs but of both 
arms and the trunk. Two weeks ago the 
paraplegic received a new specially equipped 
1946 automobile from the Government. 
Ironically, the quadruplegic, even though his 
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disabtlities are much more severe, 1s not en
titled to receive a car. 
· The widely publicized "cars for amputees" 

btll which was passed by Congress last se
sion denies a car to this second man because 
of his inab1lity to pass an examination for 
a State driver's license. The act, Public Law 
663, provides that veterans who have lost 
one or both legs, or the use of their legs, 
as a result of military service are entitled to 
a car at Government expense, but only if 
they hold a State driver's permit. This auto
matically excludes veterans paralyzed in the 
_upper extremities. 

ONE HUNDRED IN DmE NEED FOR CARS 
The number of men in military and vet

erans' hospitals who suffer paralysis of both 
upper and lower extremities 1s less than 100. 
Their need for cars, however: is even greater 
than the paraplegics and leg amputees who, 
with prosthesis and rehabilitation, can, in 
most cases, learn to walk. . The rna~ para
lyzed in all extremities is unable to walk or 
use public conveyances. His chances for 
rehabllitation and recreation are contingent 
upon his traveling. 
' Amputees and paraplegics have many ave

nues open to them for employment, while 
men with paralyzed arms are unable to aug
ment their Government pensions by earning 
money, except in rare cases. Thus, from a 
financial. standpoint, they _ are in greater 
need. Without a car, they are completely 
:home-bound. The fact that. they them.:· 
selves cannot drive should not mean they 
are ·to be imprisoned within the four walls 
of their homes. Members of their families 
and friends can-drive for them. The impor
tant thing 1s that they are not permanently 
home-bound. 
·: When the bl.U providing cars for amputees 
was pending 1n Co~gress last July, th~s col
limn warned that the b111, as framed, would 
create inequalities, for its ·provisions were 
restrictive and did not establish need ·as the 
basis for its benefits. · 

BRADLEY CONCURS IN VIEW 

This same vein was taken by General Brad
ley, Veterans' Administrator, and the major 
veterans' organizations. Those inequalities 

· ate shown by the paradoxical situation in 
which the most seriously -disabled veterans 
are denied cars at Government expense while 
they ·are given to those with lesser 
disabilities. 

Many veterans who suffered double arm 
amputations are bitter about the law, as 
they feel that they, too, have been dis
criminated against as their disabilities are 
more serious and incapacitating than the 
loss of one or both legs. These men are 
able to drive with the aid of special controls, 
and many hold State driver's permits. The 
law, however, restricts benefits to leg ampu
tees and those who have lost the use of their 
legs. 

Another anomaly ot the law is evidenced 
by a letter received this past week from a 
paralyzed first lieutenant in the Army-Navy 
General Hospital , Hot Springs, Ark. This 
omcer is not eligible for a car because he 1s 
still in the Arf!ly and the law applies only to 
veterans. Although he lost the use of his 
limbs in service, he will be hospit~lized for 
suph a long period before being discharged 
from the Arq1y '· he may not become a veteran 
before the law expires ln June. of next year. 
The obvious Intent of Congress was to fur
nish this man with a car, but the technicali
ties of the law prevent it. 

Although General Bradley vigorously op
posed the law last · summer in its present 
form, the VA took immediate steps to carry 
out its provisions. Within 80 days the first 
car, a bydramatic Oldsmobile sedan, was de
livered to Richard A Tennelly of WashJ!lg
ton, an ex-marine combat correspondent who 
lost his left leg at Iwo Jlma. 

ONLy 7 5 CARS DELIVERED 
Up until October 1, out of 8 ,000 applica

tions, only 75 cars had actually been de
livered. The VA attributes this to the un
availab111ty of cars from manufacturers. 
The· Disabled American Veterans in the lead 
editorial of the last issue of their official 
organ point out that the maximum amount 
Which can be paid for a car under the law 1s 
$1,600 which includes all accessories, special 
driving controls, and taxes. The veteran 1s 
not permitted to purchase a more expensive 
car and personally pay the . difference. The 
price of cars has risen since the law was 
passed. This, plus delivery costs to those 
living at great distances from the factory, 
often bring the price .of the car above the 
established ceiling. The DAV suggests the 
technicalities of the law can be circumvented 
bY. eligible veterans purchasing cars without 
any accessories except the necessary· driving 
controls and then purchasing additional ac
cessories later from their own resources. If 

·this does not bring the car within the Unitt 
of $1,600, the other alternative is to go to the 
factory and drive the car home, thus el1mi
nating dellvery costs. The latter course, bow
ever, is often most impractical. 

Sales taxes in many States help bring the 
car's cost above the price 11mit. The DAV 
calls attention to the fact that in Ohio cars 
purchased under the act are exempt from 
sales taxes and suggest this practice should 
be adopted in all States. 

LAW WAS PASSED AS RIDER . 

-Public Law 66~ was passid by Congress in 
the closing days of las" summer's session, 
and then only as a rider-on the servicemen's 
terminal leave law which was "must" legis
lation. The critics oi the bill at that time, 
including this writer, did not question the 
fairness_ of the principle of automobiles for 
certain disabled veterans at Government ex
pense or the need· of many disabJed ·veterans 
for automobiles. They did, however, ques .. 
tion the feasibll1ty of the law as drawn, be
lieving it sacrificed thoroughuess and equality 
for the sake of expediency. · -

With the reorganization of the House of 
Representatives in the coming session •. dt,te. 
to the Republican majority, it is assumed 
that Mrs. EDITH NoURSE RoGERS, ranking Re
publican member of the House Veterans Com
mittee, will replace Representative JoHN 
RANKIN as . head of that committee. Mrs. 
RoGERS was one- of the original sponsors of 
the "cars for amputees" bill and has long 
been a champion in the cause of the dl;s
abled veteran. Mrs. RoGERS will, if appointed 
to the post, probably work for immediate re
vision of the present law to remove th~ pres
ent unjust and Ulogical restrictions. It 
should be one of the first items of business 
on the crowded agenda of her committee. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I a.Sk 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan? 

There was no objection. 
FILIBUSTER 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Now, Mr. Spettker, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
EDWIN ARTHUR HALL] charged-at least 
he intimated-that a filibuster was going 
on here. Well, be that as it may, I want 
to congratulate the gentleman on con
tributing his 1 minute to the filibuster. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. '!WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order-that a quorum is not 
present. 

Mr. RA~. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. RANKIN) 
there were-ayes 29, noes 84. 

So the motion was rejected. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 

call of the House. 
A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the 

following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

Andrews, N.Y. 
Banta 
Bell 
Bennett. Mich. 
Bland · 
Bonner 
Boy kin 
Brophy 
Burke 
Byrne, N. Y. 
Celler 
Clark 
Combs 1 

Coudert 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson,Dl. 
Delaney 
Ding ell 
Dolliver 
Fellows 
Fogarty 
Fuller 

[Roll No. 86] 
Gallagher 
Gifford 
Granger 
Gross 
Hall, 

Leonard W. 
Hart 
Hartley 
Heffernan 
Jenkins, Pa. 
Jennings -
Johnson, Okla. 
Jones, Wash. 
Kefauver 
Kelley 
Ken:o.edy 
Keogh 
Kerr 
Larcade 
Lea 
Lusk 
Lynch 

McMillan, S. c. 
Mansfield, Tex. 
O'Toole 
Patman 
Plumley 
Poulson 
Powell -
Ramey 
Rayfiel -
Rich 
Sa bath 
Seely-Brown 
Shafer 
Sheppard 
Smith, Ohio 
Taylor 
Thomas, N.J. 
VanZandt 
West 
Winstead 
Youngblood 

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 365 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, ft:rther pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. · 

INFORMATIONAL SERVICE, STATE 
• DEP.Arl.TMEN'r 

Mr. MUNDT. 1~r. Speaker; I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House ori the 
State of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill <H. R. 3342) to en
able the Government of the United 
States more effectively to carry on its 
foreign relations by means of promotion 
of the interchange of persons, knowledge, 
and skills between the people of the 
United States and other countries, and 
by means of public dissemil}ation abroad 
of information about the United States, 
its people, J.nd its policies. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion (demanded by Mr. SCHWABE o( 
Oklahoma> , there were-ayes 102, 
noes n. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground a quorum is not 
present and make the point of order a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chait will count. 
[After counting.] One hundred and 
fifty-eight Members are present, not a 
quorum. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Memhers, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question w~ taken; and there 
wer,e-yeas 303, nays 63, not voting 63, 
as follows: 

Abernethy 
Albert 
Allen, Calif·. 
Allen, m. 
Allen, La. 
Almond 

[Roll No. 87] 
YEA8-303 

Andersen, Bakewell 
H. Carl Barden 

Anderson, Cal1f. Barreit 
Andrews, Ala. Bates, Ky. 
Arends Battle 
Arnold Beall 

, 



' 

7500 
Beckworth 
Bell 
Blackney 
Blatnik 
Bloom 
Boggs, DeL 
Boggs, La. 
Bolton 
Bradley 
Bramblett 
Brooks 
Brown, Ga. 
Bryson 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Buckley 
Burleson 
Busbey 
Byrnes, Wts. 
Camp · 
Canfield 
cannon 
Carroll 
Carson 
Case, N.J. 
case. s. Oak. 
Chadwick 
Chapman 
Chelf , 
Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 
Clark 
Clason 
Clemente 
comn 
Cole, ~ana. 
Colmer 
Cooley 
Cooper 
Corbett 
Cotton 
Courtney 
Cox 
Cravens 
crawford 
Crosser 
Crow , 
Cunningham 
Curtis 
Dague 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Dawson,nl. 
Dawson, Utah 
Deane 
Dingell 
Dirksen 
Domengeaux 
Donohue . 
Dorn 
Doughten 
Douglas 
Drewry 
Durham 
Eaton 
Eberharter 
Elliott 
Ellsworth 
Elsaesser 
Elston 
Engel, Mich. 
Engle, Callt. · 
Evins 
Fallon 
Feighan 
Fenton 
Fernandez 
Fisher 
Flannagan 
Fletcher 
Fogarty 
Folger 
Foote 
Forand 
Fulton 
Gamble 
Gary 
Gathings 
Goff 
Gordon 
Gore 
Gorski 
Gossett 
Grant, Ala. 
Grant, Ind. 
Gregory 
Gwinn,N.Y. 

Banta 
Bender 
Bennett, Mo. 
Bishop 
Brehm 
Brophy 
Brown, Ohio 
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Gwynne, Iowa Mundt 
Hagen Murdock 
Hale Murray, Tenn • . 
Hall, Nixon 

Edwin Arthur Nodar 
Hall, Norblad 

Leonard W. Norrell 
Halleck Norton 
Hand O'Brien 
Hardy O'Konskl 
Harless, AriZ. Pace 
Harris Passman 
Harrison Patterson 
Hart Peden 
Hartley Peterson 
Havenner Pfeifer 
Hays Philbin 
Hedrick Phlllips, Calif. 
Heffernan Pickett' 
Hendricks Plumley 
Herter Poage 
Heselton Potts 
Hlll Poulson 
Hinshaw Preston 
Hobbs Price, Fla. 
Hoeven Price, Ill. 
Holmes Priest 
Hope Rabin 
Howell Rains 
Huber . Ramey 
Jackson, Calif. Rayburn 
Jackson, Wash. Redden 
Jarman Reed, Ill. 
Javits Rees 
Jenkins, Ohio Reeves 
Johnson, Calif. Richards 
Johnsan, Okla. Riehlman 
Johnson, Tex Riley 
Jones, Ala. Rivers 
Jones, N.C. Robertson 
Jones, Ohio Rogers, Fla. 
Jonkman . Rogers; Mass. 
Judd Rohrbough 
Karsten, Mo. Rooney 
Kean Ross 
K~arney R~ssell -
Kearns . Sabath 
Keating Sadlal_t 
Kee Sadowski 

. Keefe _ Sarbacher 
Kersten, W18. Sasscer 
Kilburn Scoblick 
Kilday Scott, Hardie 
King Scrivner-
K!ein Shafer 
Kunkel Short 
Lane Simpson, n1. 
Lanham Simpson, Pa. 
Larc~de Smith, Maine 
Latham Smith, Va. 
Le·a Smith, Wis. 
LeCompte Snyder 
LeFevre Somers 
Lewis Spence 
Lodge Stanley 
Love Stefan 
Lucas Stevenson 
Lyle Stockman 
McConnell Stratton 
McDonough Sundstrom 
McDowell · Talle · 
McMahon Teague 
McMillen, Ill. Thomas, N.J. 
MacKinnon Thomas, Tex. 
Macy Thomason· 
Madden Tollefson 
Mahon Towe 
Manasco Trimble 
Mansfield, Twyman 

Mont. Vail 
Marcantonio Wadsworth 
Martin, Iowa Walter 
Meade, Ky. Weichel 
Meade, Md. Welch 
Merrow Wheeler 
Meyer Whitten 
Michener Whittington 
Miller, Callf. Wigglesworth 
Miller, Conn. Williams 
Miller, Nebr. Wilson, Tex. 
Mills Wolcott 
Mitchell Wolverton 
Monroney Wood 
Morgan Worley 
Morris Zimmerman 
Morrison 
Morton 

NAYS-63 
Buffett 
Butler 
Church 
Clevenger 
Clippinger 
Cole, Mo. 
D'Ewart 

Dondero 
Ellis 
Gallagher 
Gavin 
Gearhart 
·Gillette 
Gillie 

Graham 
Grimtha 
Gross 
Harness, Ind. 
Hess 
Hoffman 
Hull 
Jenison 
Jennings 
Jensen 
Johnson, Ill. 
Johnson, Ind. 
Landis 
Lemke 
McCowen 

McGregor 
Maloney 
Mason · 
Mathews 
Mlller, Md. 
Muhlenberg 
Murray, Wis. 
O'Hara 
Owens 
Phillips, Tenn. 
Ploeser 
Rankin 
Reed,N. Y. 
Rizley 
Robsion 

St. George 
Sanborn 
Schwabe, Mo. 
Schwabe, Okla. 
Scott, 

Hugh D., Jr. 
Smith, Kans. 
Springer 
Taber 
Tibbett 
Vursell 
Wilson, Ind. 
Woodruff 

NOT VOTING--63 
Andresen, 

August B. 
Andrews, N.Y. 
Angell 
Auchincloss 
Bates, Mass. 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bland 
Bonner 
Boy kin 
Bulwinkle 
Burke 
Byrne,N. Y. 
Celler 
Cole, N.Y. 
Combs 
Coudert , 
Davis, Tenn. 
De-Laney 
Devitt 
Doll1ver 
Fellows 

Fuller 
Gifford 
Goodwin 
Granger 
Hebert 
Holifield 
Horan 
Jenkins, Pa. 
Jones, Wash. 
Kefauver 
Kelley 
Kennedy 
Keogh 
Kerr 

' Kirwan 
Knutson 
Lesinski 
Lusk 
Lynch - · 
McCormack . 
McGarvey 
McMillan , S.C. 

Mansfield, Tex. 
O'Toole 
Patman 
Powell 
Rayfiel 
Rich 
Rockwell 
Seely-Brown 
Sheppard 
Sikes 
Smathers 
Smith, Ohio 
Stigler 
Taylor 
Vanzandt 
Vinson 
Vorys 
West 
Winstead 
Youngblood 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
Additional general pairs: -· 
Mr. August H. Andresen with Mr. Keogh. 
Mr. Cole of New York with Mr. Vinson. 
Mr. Coudert with Mr, -Delaney. 
Mr. McGarvey with Mr. McMlllaii of South 

Caroiina. · 
Mr. Seely-Brown with Mr. Lynch. 
Mr. Rich with Mrs. Lusk. 
Mr. Horan with Mr. Holifleld. 
Mr. Bennett 'of Michigan with Mr. Bonner. 
Mr. A'uchincloss with Mr. Rayflel. 
Mr. Angell with Mr. Lesinski. 

· Mr. Andrews of New .York with Mr. Comba •. 
Mr. Gifford with 'Mr. Kefauver. 
Mr. Taylor with Mr. ·Kirwan. 
Mr. Rockweli with Mr. Celler. 
Mr. Devitt with Mr. Hebert. 
Mr. Dolliver with Mr. Sheppard. 
Mr. Vorys with Mr. Stigler.• 
Mr. Weichel with Mr. O'Toole. 
Mr. Smith of Ohio with Mr. Granger. 
Mr. Knutson with Mr. Byrne of New York. 
Mr. Jones of Washington with Mr. Powell. 
Mr. Jenkins of Pennsylvania with Mr. Ken-

nedy. ·· 
Mr. Youngblood with Mr. Kelley. 
Mr. Burke with Mr. Davis of Tennessee. 
Mr. Bates of Massachusetts with Mr. Kerr. 
Mr. Goodwin with Mr. Boykln. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill H. R. 3342, 
with Mr. JENKINS of Ohio in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HOFTMAN: Page 

13, line 3, after the word "States", insert a 
period and strike out the words "and ln other 
countries." 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, on 
the floor and in the lobby there has been 
not a little comment during the three 
preceding days that this bill has been 
under discussion all to the effect that 

some folks were filibustering, delaying 
proceedings. 

Permit me most respectfully to call at
tention to the fact that on practically 
every vote that has been taken,' rising 
vote or teller vote, that only once dur
ing all tpat voting has more than one
third of the Republicans of this House 
voted In favor of keeping this bill alive, 
or in opposition to the amendments 
which have been offered. That one oc
casion was when 53 Republicans voted 
to keep the bill alive and 78 voted to 
strike the enacting clause. The 53 won 
because they were joined by a solid Dem
ocratic vote. So, if. there is delay, that 
delay is not caused by those who are op-

. posing this legislation. It is due to the 
fact that a minority group of the major
ity party has insisted for 4 days In hav
ing its way. This bill lias been kept alive 
and this bill is ·today before the House 
and before the Committee because the 
minority of the Republicans supported 
by the minority party as a unit want it to 
be here and want it passed·, so there Is no· 
question of a lack of party regularity on 
the part of those of us who oppose this 
legislation:·· · 

Now: this amendment has this effect. 
On page 12 there is a provision in sub
section <1> authorizing the Secretary of 
State "to· make grants of money, serv
ices, or materials to State and local gov
e-rnmental ' institutions · in the United 
States, to governmental institutions in 
other countries, and to indivlduals and· 
public or private nonprofit organiZations 
bOth in the United States~·; -And ·tlien· 
these words which I ask be stricken "and 
in other countries.'' · 

All . this amendment seeks to do is to 
strike from that subparagraph ·the au
thority of the Secr~tary of State to make 
grants of money, services or materials to 
individijals and to public or' private non
profit organization in other countries. 
We had UNRRA and we had this and that 
organization legalized by Congress ped
dling our nione3' all over the world. In 
general, the funds were wasted and mis
applied. Whether it was legalized or not, 
we now know that .some one, Treasury, 
State, or War Department, authorized 
the Russians a~d the Jtali~s to print in
vasion money, which apparently we ·now 
must redeem, to the amount of some 
$400,000,000. 

The argument now made is· this, that 
it is about time that the United States 
of America ·quit authorizing anyone, 
Secretary of State or anyone else, to give 
away the money which we raise through 
taxation. It is· time now that we end that. 
A former President of the United States 
suggested the other day, as he has at · 
various times in the past, and as Mem
bers of this House for the last 3 or 4 
years repeatedly asked, that we take an 
inventory and learn what, if anything, 
we have left; how much we can afford to 
give away. The Members in the other 
body, the great international statesmen 
just recently fell in · with that idea and 
said that it might be a-good thing before 
we gave away or pledged ourselves fur
ther to ascertain whether ·we had any
thing to give away. It is self-evident 
that we do not have the money; that 
every dollar that is going to be appropri
ated under this legislation will have to be 
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borrowed, and so why should we now au
thorize the Secretary of State to give 
away as much as $34,000,000 that this bill 
will ultimately call for to individuals and 
public or private nonprofit organizations 
in other countries. Let him do it? I can
not understand it, and l hope that some
one will enlighten me and relieve my 
ignorance, and that the committee will 
adopt this amendment. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in the first part of his 
remarks the gentleman from Michigan 
indicated that he was speaking for the 
majority of the members of the Republi
can Party and that most of the members 
of the Republican Party had voted as 
he had on the various measures and 
amendments up to now. I do not know 

. whether the Republican Members of the 
House are following the foreign policy 
proposals of the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. HOFfMAN], whether they are 
following the recommendations of the 
House Committee on Foreign Afrairs, or 
whether 'they are following tQe impulses 
of their own convictions. Each of you 
has to decide that for yourself on the 
measures which come before us. 

I think, however, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. HoFFMAN] has drawn the 
issue pretty clearly. I think he has 
dramatized the division which exists 
among Republicans and Democrats alike 
on matters of this kind. I warit it un
derstood, at least for myself, that I do 

·· not propose· to follow any foreign i>olicy 
pattern which isolates America from the 
peace. 

I think there are some things. about 
so-called isolationism which might be 
justified at times, when you attempt to 
isolate a country from war, but when 
you attempt to isolate a country from 
peace, when you attempt to break down 
the peace machinery of America, when 
you tell the State Department, "We will 
d-eny you the tools that you tell us you 
need to build the temple of peace," I 
want no mistake in the record about 
where I stand. I do not stand for that 
kind of isolationism, and I do ·not believe 
the Republican Party does either .. 

May I point out about the particular 
amendment in question that it is just 
one little isolationistic clause which 
would say that you cannot aid American 
institutions such as the great American 
university at Beirut in Syria, which our 
former Minister to Syria, Mr. George 
Wadsworth, tells us has done more to 
help maintain friendly relations with 
the Arab people and maintain American 
prestige in the Middle East than any 
other one thing. It would say you can
not aid Roberts College at Istanbul, 
Turkey, a country in which we are 
spending $250,000,000 of the American 
taxpayers' dollars. This amendment 
would say you cannot go in there and 
help the people of Turkey understand 
America by aiding Turkish students to 
learn the truth about us in this great 
American college. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is an 
unwise amendment. · 

Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this section and all amendments 
thereto do now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The . gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Does that bar de
bate on other amendments which are on 
the desk? 

The CHAIRMAN. On this section 
only. 

The question is on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. HOFFMAN]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer a further amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HoFFMAN: On 

page 13, at the end of line 4, insert the fol
lowing: "Provided, however, That no grant of 
money, services. or materials shall be made 
under this subsection to any governmental 
institution or to individuals or public or pri
vate organizations in any country which has 
a socialistic or communistic form of govern
ment or which is under the domination of 
any government having a communistic gov
ernment or which advocates or teaches com
munism." 

The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 

SEC. 702. In carrying on activities which 
further the purposes of this act, subject to 
the approval of such activities by the Secre
tary, the Department and the other Govern
ment agencies are authorized-

( 1) to place orders and make purchases 
and rentals of · materials and equipment; 

(2) to make' contracts, including contracts 
with governmental agencies, fereign or do
mestic, including subdivisions thereof, and 
intergovernmental organizations of which 
the United States is a member, and, with 
respect to contracts entered into in foreign 
countries,· without regard to section· 3741 of 
the Revised Statutes (41 U. S. C. 22); 

(3) under such regulations as the Secre
tary may prescribe, to pay the transportation 
expenses, and not to exceed $10 per diem 
in lieu of subsistence and other expenses, 
of citizens or subjects of other. countries, 
without regard to the Standardized Govern
ment Travel Regulations and the Subsistence 
Act of 1926, as amended; 

( 4) under such regulations as the Secre
t~ry may prescribe, without regard to the 
Standardized Government Travel Regulations 
and the Subsistence Act of 1926, as amended, 
to provide· for planned travel itineraries with
in the United States by groups of citizens or 
subjects of other countries, to pay the ex
penses of such travel, and to detail, as escorts 
of such groups, officers and employees of the 
Government, whose expenses may be paid out 
of funds advanced or transferred by the 
Secretary for the general expenses of the 
itineraries; 

(5) to make grants for, and to pay expenses 
mcident to, training and study; 

(6) to provide for, and pay the expenses 
of, attendance at meetings or conventions of 
societies and associations concerned with 
furthering the purposes of this act when 
provided for by the appropriation act; and 

(7) to provide for, and pay the expenses 
of, the purchase of health and accident in
surance for persons not employed by the 
United States Government while away from 
home under the authority of this act, or for 
Philippine trainees who receive training irom 
a Government agency in the United States 
under authority of the PhUippine Rehabil1-
tation Act of 1946, as amended (Public Laws 
870 arid 697, 79th Cong.), and to defray the 
expenses of preparing and transporting to 
their former homes the remains of such per
sons who may die. 

With the following committee amend
ments: 

On page 16, line 2, after the semicolon in
sert the word "and." 

On page 16, line 6, strike out all after the 
word "appropriation", and all of lines 7 to 
18, inclusive, and insert the word "act." 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. · 

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, a few days ago when 
this· bill was under consideration I was 
shocked and humiliated and aggrieved 
to hear the genial gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. MoRRis], whom we affec
tionately call Tobyt unbosom himself of 
these words: 

Why, you ask most any school child 'in 
America where the largest trees are and he 
will say, as I heard it alleged on the floor 
of the House, that they are out in.Galifornia. 
But the biggest · trees in the world ar·e. ·n,ot
in California. We think so. Why? Because 
it is so easy for us all to become big headed, 
to think that everything we have is the big
gest and best in the world. 

When I recovered from the impact of 
those words I went scurrying to the En
cyclopedia Britannica and found in vol
ume 20, page 339, these comforting 
words: · · · 

The redwood tre.e, the . Sequoia se:mper
virens, is · the tallest of trees. Many speci
mens attain a height of over 300 feet, and 
one now standing near Dyerville,. Humboidt 
County, is by careful measurement 364 feet. 
Maximum diameter of the redwood is ·about 
18 feet, considerably less than the b~ ·.tree, 
although exceeded by very few others. · .. Ma
ture trees vary in age fr-om about 400 years 
to about 2,000. • • • 

The big tree, the Sequoia gigantea, 1s ·the 
largest of all trees in bulk and commonly 
reputed to be the oldest living thing. Largest 
specimen is "General Sherman" in Sequoia 
National Park measuring 101% feet in cir
cumference at base, mean base diameter 32 
feet, diameter 8 feet ·aqove ground 27 teet, 
diameter 100 feet above ground 18% feet. 
Height above mean base 272 feet, diameter 
of largest branch ( 130 feet above ground) 
6% feet, total weight estimated at 2,150 tons 
of which the foliage alone constitutes 155 
tons (Frye and White, 1938). A few speci
mens stand over 300 f..eet high but are less 
in total bulk than "General Sherman." ·Age, 
based on ring counts, is known to exceed 
3,000 years in some instances. 

So, Mr. Chairman, whether the school 
children of America are big-headed or 
not, according to how the genial gentle
man from Oklahoma meant it, they are 
quite right in believing that the tallest 
of trees and the largest in bulk are still 
growing hi California. 

So we must in this instance credit to 
Califoriia the honor of offering the hos
pitality of its soil to the oldest, the tallest 
and the largest living things on the face 
of the earth, its Sequoia gigantea and 
Sequoia semperviren, monarchs of the 
forests, giants of antiquity that they are. 

Mr. MORRIS . . Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GEARHART. I yield to the dis
tinguished gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MORRIS. The largest trees in 
the world, according to authentic in
formation that I have, are in the Bel
gian Congo. I just wonder if this article 
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might not have been written by . Paul 
Bunyan. 

Mr. GEARHART. So far as I know 
Paul Bunyan is not a contributor to the 
Encyclopedia Britannica. The gentle
man will recall that it was on the 6th 
day of June that his objected-to remarks 
were uttered, so the gentleman from 
California has had ample opportunity 
to make a very, very careful check of the 
authorities, not only of the Encyclopedia 
Britannica, but with the Forestry Serv
ice and the Architect of the Capitol, and 
they agree and report to him that with
out question the tallest and biggest trees, 
the oldest living things on the face of 
the earth, still grow in California. I 
merely rise to make announcement of 
the immutable facts of the forest. With 
the modesty of a -true Californian, I sub
mit them to my good friend, the gentle
man of the great State of Oklahoma. 
The proofs are before you. 

Mr. MORRIS. I think I can prove to 
the contrary. 

The CHAIRMAN. . The . time of the 
gentleman from California . [Mr. GEAR-
HART 1 has expired. , 
' Mr. EDWIN . ARTHUR HALL . . Mr. 

· Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. 

Mr. Chairman, . som~ time ago when.~ 
read this letter before the House, we 

- were in such a furor that I doubt very 
- much that man-Y -Members gqt -the :con-
. tents of it, and I am going to read it 
· again. I think after I read ·it you may 

wake up to the fact that we do need 
this bill. 

This is a letter written to me, inci
dentally, by the president of a small 
manufacturing company in my district 
who had recently visited the continent 
of Europe and had gone particularly into 
Germany. 

He writes: 
I find the Communist Party active and 

distributing their literature and posters 
without regard for expense. The people at 
Germany and Europe in general are piti
fully unacquainted with the other side of 
the story. Although I am heartily in favor 
of economy, I deplore the possible cancella
tion of funds for the Voice of America, and 
any other similar agencies that are tel;lding 
to neutralize Communist propaganda. The 
funds required for this purpose are moderate 
compared with what is being spent in larger 
quantities for less essential purposes. _ 

That was signed by a reputable manu
facturer in my district, who knows what 
he is talking about, and certainly cannot 
be inferred to be a Communist. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska; Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I am 
sorry; my time is limited. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. What 
does the gentleman manufacture? 
Radios? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Well, 
now, since you are on that subject of 
radios, I am going to take a minute and 
say that apparently some of the opposi
tion to this measure may be coming from 
a lack of conviction on the part of some 
of the membership of this House as to 
the effectiveness of the radio in telling 
the truth. I am not talking about prop
aganda. I am not talking about adver
tising. I am talking about the ability of 
the radio to disseminate the truth. I 

think it is_high time that the people of 
Europe are given the truth. The Voice 
of America has been accused of being 
subversive; that is, the activities of the 
"Voice of America" have been called sub
versive, and some of the individuals con- · 
nected with the program are accused of 
being subversive. 

Mr. BREHM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I can
not yield. My time is limited. 

The truth is that what this House 
should do .at this time in considering this 
bill is to write into this legislation 
enough assurance ·against the activities 
of any subversive people so as to guar
antee the Voice of America to be the 
voice of' America; and I see no reason 

' why we cannot do it. That is one reason 
I am for this bill. 

·Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, wlll the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I yield. 
Mr. ·OA VIN. Why do not we appro-

.. priate money to secure · ra.dios to dis
tribute over in those countries.:so they 
can listen to the program when it dues 
gQ through? ·-· · 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHURHALL. This is 
a step .in .the right direction. · You can 
bring radios in too. , · 
· Mr. GAVIN. They ·have not got 'any 
radios. 

Mr. •EDWIN. ARTHUR HALL. · That 
is something we can consider a · little 
later. I do feel, · however, that tt is 
timely to give consideration to this be-

. cause we cannot afford according to the 
letter of this gentleman to go very much 
further allowing these lies, innuendoes, 
and adverse propaganda to be going into 
the various countries ·of Europe where 
we have attempted to do everything we 
could for them. · 

Mr. CORBE:J'T. Mr. Chairman; will 
the gentleman yi~ld? 

Mr. ·EDWIN ARTHUR HALL . . · I yield. 
Mr. CORBETT. I wonder if the gen

tleman thinks it possible that some of 
the Members do not believe ra(iio is here 
to stay? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. The 
gentleman thinks as I do, that probably . 
there is a feeling on the part of some of 
the Members that radio is not effective; 
but let me give you an example. Many· 
Members of the House have had to coun
teract adverse and vicious propaganda 
back home while they were down here on 
the job, while they were attending to 
their official duties and pursuing the job 
which the. people elected them to fulfill. 
Many Members have been actually de
feated back home because they were un
able to get back home to defend them
selves against these vicious lies and in
nuendoes that subversive individuals back 
home have spread about them. 

The point is that the radio in many 
cases has enabled them to carry the truth 
of their convictions back home and to 
tell the people correctly of their position. 
I say the same thing can be done with 
the United States. 

Let us tell the other countries the truth 
by developing the Voice of America, so 
that it is loud enough and strong enough 
to be heard all over the world. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time· of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENDER. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I won

der if we cannot arrive at a limitation of 
debate. I see seven Members on their 
feet. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that all debate on this section and 
all amendments thereto close in 30 min
utes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to . the request of the e;entleman from 
South D.akota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, while 

the House has been discussing that ex
·. ample of sheer madness, the Voice of 

America, our State Department has been 
. engaged in a wholesale propaganda cam

paign here at home to sell this piece 
~ of sheer · madness to the American peo-

ple. Commentaters, newsp-apers, all 
· kinds of opin~on-forming groups in 
: American· life . havt. been peddled this 
· idea of wasting· $30,000,000 on hot air. 

· At the same· time that this piece of 
sheer. madness has ·been peddled around 
tqe country we -find that the State De
partment has delivered itself of approxt
mately a c;lozen major foreign-policy 
_speeches which con$ervatively estimated 

·· that we-will .spend anywhere from six to 
- eig-ht billion dollars a year for the. next 

4 or 5 years to reconstruct the economy 
of Europe. . : · 

Numerous uggestions have been made 
that Mr. Truman will call the Congress 
back into session in September anc;l lay 
before us a six or eight billion dollar pro
gram to execute the Truman and Mar
shall doctrines in Europe. 

Perhaps the House should begin to ex
amine the way in which the State De

: partment spends money on publicity and 
propaganda within the United States. In 
my opinion the State Department is en-

. gaged in a wholesale propaganda cam
paign right here in America using the 
taxpayers' money to pTessure the Con
gress into voting not thirty million but 
$30,000,000,000 for the reconstruction of 
Europe. 

Somehow or other the State Depart
ment does not seem to think that the 
American taxpayer wants to spend this 
money else why would the State Depart
ment be engaged in this propaganda 
campaign here at home? 

The whole publicity and propaganda 
set-up of the State Department should 
be investigated. The Voice of America 
should, of course, be eliminated, and best 
of all, of course, would be the removal 
from office of the present administration 
in 1948. This insane policy of pouring out 
billions of dollars on objectives which are 
unlimited and the principal considera
tion of which is to rearm the world for 
another world war, this policy will only 
be defeated by the removal from office 
of the group of State Department bu
reaucrats to whom nothing is sacred ex
cept their own prestige and personal 
bureaucratic power. 

Sheer madness is the only way that 
John Q. Citizen can describe the pro
posals which have been put before us. 
Sheer madness is the basis of our present 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 7503 
foreign policy. To launch this Nation 
upon a world-wide system of entangling 
military alliances and unilateral eco
nomic grants will end only in the bank
ruptcy of our Nation. · This House 
should say a firm and decisive "No" to 
the proposal for a phony Voice of 
America. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KEEFE]. . 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment which has been at the 
desk for a long time and I have been sit
ting here to get a few minutes to discuss 
it. Now I finally wind up with 4 minutes 
on this important amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will re
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by' Mr. ' KEEFE: Page 

= 15, strike out all of subparagraphs 3 and 4 
and on page 16, strike out subparagraph 6. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEEFE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD., Would the gentleman be 
willing to divide his amendment into . 
two parts, one having to do with sub
paragraph 3 and the other having to 
do with 4 and 6. · The committee is 
willing to accept 4 and 6, but 3 has been 
in the law and regulations since tl1e be
ginning of the program, and we· feel we 
·must oppose that. Is the gentleman 

' willing to divide his amendment? · 
Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I will be 

glad to divide the ·amendment in view of 
the statement just made by the distin
guished gentleman, a member of the 
committee. Do I understand that the 
committee Is willing to accept the 
amendment as divided so as to strike out 
paragraphs 4 and· 6 and allow an
other amendment to be submitted sep
arately to strike out paragraph 3? If 
so, I will be glad to do that, and I ask 
unanimous consent · to so modify the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman's amendment will be 
modified accordiJ:lgly. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, a parlia-

mentiary inquiry. · 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. KEEFE. Will that require then 

the submission of a new amendment in · 
order to accomplish the purpose of strik
ing out subparagraph 3? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; that will re
quire a new amendment. 

Mr. KEEFE. I shall try to do so as 
soon as I can get time to write it out. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEEFE. I yield to the gentle
man from Georgia. 

Mr. COX. I would like to inquire if 
the committee will not accept the 
amendment as amended. I understand 
they will accept it, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read the modified amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KEEFE a.s modi

fled: On page 15, strike out all of subpara
graph 4; and on page 16, strike out all .of 
subparagraph 6. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, we will 
accept the amendment in that form. 

The CHAIRMAN:. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. KEEFE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. KEEFE. Now, Mr. Chairman, I 

would now like to offer an amendment 
to strike out the provisions of subpara
graph 3. 

The Clerk read as .follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KEEFE: On 

page 15, strike out all of subparagraph 3. 

Mr. HOFFMA!'J. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I had an amendment 
on the desk to strike that paragraph. 

Mr. KEEFE. I will withdraw the 
amendment then, Mr. Chairman, and 
ask unanimous consent so to do. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. No; if it is the same 
one, the gentleman can offer it. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. If the gentleman 
from Wisconsin moves to strike subpar
agraph 3, that is all right with me. · 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, a parlia- · 
mentary inquiry. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. KEEFE. May I inquire of the 
Chair just what the status is at the- pres
ent ti:qJ.e? _ I did offer an amendment to 
strike subparagraph 3. 

The CHAIRMAN. That amendment 
is now pending. · 

Mr. KEEFE. Am ·I recognized then 
for that purpose? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognizef;l within the 4 minutes. 

Mr. KEEFE. Then, Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to withdraw the 
amendment. I do not have any time. 
I only have about 30 seconds under that 
situation. I will not have any time to 
discuss it. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOFFA1AN. Mr. Chairman, I of

fer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HoFFMAN: 

Page 15, strike out all of subsection 3. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
hoped the gentleman from Wisconsin 
would offer this amendment because I 
thought the committee might accept it 
in order to avoid opposition. Though I 
suspect that in the end we will find the 
original provisions back in the bill. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a correction? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I will make a correc
tion right now- myself. I want to state 
'that the gentleman from South Dakota 
inadvertently-get that word-mis
stated my position a while ago when he 
stated that I was speaking for the Re
publican Party. I never, never in my 
life tried to speak for anyone except the 
Representative from the Fourth Michi-

. gan District. Now get that thoroughly 

in mind. The only thing I was calling 
attention to when I said this was not a 
Republican measure was when the mo
tion was made by the gentleman from 
Illinois £Mr. MASON], to strike the en
acting clause, 78 Republicans went down 
the aisle past the tellers to do that very 
thing, and 53, and only 53, were in favor 
of keeping this bill alive. That was the 
point I was trying to make. Seventy
eight voted to kill the bill. It is alive 
and here on the floor because a minority 
of the Republicans aided by an almost 
solid Democratic bloc keeps life in it. · 

As to this amendment, the amend
ment is that we strike out subparagraph 
3. My amendment was that we change 
the $10 to $5. I just· thought that· $5 a 
day was enough. I can see no reason 
why we should pay these men more than 
we pay the returned veterans who are in 
this country or elsewhere. -I cannot un
derstand ft. ' Rear Admiral Zacharias, 
who testified before a House committee 
yesterday and today, was asked about 
this Voice of America program. He said, 
as many of us believe, that if you keep 
the machinery and get rid of those who 
are operating and feeding it, there would 
be some good accomplished. 

Every Member of this House who .is 
advised of the situation knows that in 
the State Department there have been 
over the years not one but many Com
munists, and we have every reason .to 
believe that oome of them are there yet. 
Now, why should we let the State De
partment peddle this Voice of America 
through people who believe as these 
people do believe? People who do not 
believe in America. If. the committee 
.wants to keep the machinery ~!olive, all 
well .and good, but. then get some _compe
tent engineers, "Some competent people 
to write and speak the · output,. so that 
really and truly it will be the Voice of 
America which today it is not. They 
should not only quit sending across those 
pictures of the fat woman, a disgrace to 
all of us, but they should quit sending 
out the false information and the doc
trine in which no American believes. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. JUDD. Are these amendments to 
be voted on as they are offered or at the 
end of the allotted time? 

The CHAIRMAN. As they are offered. 
Mr. JUDD. Then I rise in opposition 

to this amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

claim the time of the committee? 
Mr. JUDD. Yes. . 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

the amendment because I think the gen
tleman who offered it believes the au
thorization in subparagraph 3 is some
thing new or makes more liberal grants 
than heretofore. As a matter of fact, it , 
has been in the appropriation acts and 
the regulations issued under them for 
several years. You can find on page 
A2982 of the Appendix of the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD the portion of the 1947 
State Department Appropriation Act, 
which specifically authorizes for this 
year such a grant for travel expenses in 

. lieu of subsistence. I have here the Fed
eral Register for August 23, 1944, con-
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taining the travel regulations which 
Cordell Hull established then and under 
which the program still operates·. 

It divides those who come here or go 
abroad into two groups. One is the lead
ers, who are defined as "professors and 
instructors, persons of influence, and per
sons of outstanding accomplishment or 
possessing special qualifications in a pro
fessional, technical, cultural, or special
ized field." The other group is the stu
dents, internes, trainees. 

Under "Grants to· foreign leaders" the 
regulations state: 

Per diem of $10 in lieu of subsistence and 
all incidental expense~ including gratituitous 
fees, taxi fares, head tax, visa fees, telegraph 
and telephone charges, etc., while traveling 
to and .from the United States except for the 
period spent on seagoing .vessels. 

When it is reduced to $5 as a later 
paragraph. stipulates: 

Provided, That when a t~:aveler is furnis~ed 
meals and/or lodging without charge by a 
United States department or agency, one
fifth of th'e ·authorized · per diem shall be 

- deducted for each meal or night's lodging. 

Under "Grants to foreign students," it 
is provided· that students traveling by 
land or by air get $7 a day in lieu of 
subsistence and when by sea $3.50 a day. 

·Later in the regulations is a section . 
headed, "Maxima not controlling" under 
which it is made clear that the $10 figure 
is the maximum that can be paid. 
Smaller per diem where indicated can be 
specified in the contract or the grant to 
a student or a professor at the time his 
appointment is made. 

It seems to me the committee would 
not consider it proper to bring here a 
distinguished scientist or a professor or 
the uresident of a university, some great 
scho.lar or inventor or cultural or reli
gious leader, from this or that country, 
and pay for his ticket, but not make suit
able provision for him to get a place to 
sleep or food to eat en route. The per 
diem applies only when he is traveling. 
The average total cost for a foreign stu
dent living in this country is $1,800 a 
year. The average total amount fur
nished by the State Department is less 
than $700 a year per student, less than 
half the average amount paid to a GI 
student per year. 

We have always provided this travel 
per diem heretofore. It has not been 
abused. I do not believe we ought to 
strike it out now. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. GAVIN] . 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, the fur
ther this debate goes the more confused 
I become. My good friend from Cali
fornia talked on trees, California's great 
trees. I think it would be more profitable 
for me if I took the short time allotted 
to me to discuss Pennsylvania grade 
crude oil, one of the finest lubricating 
oils in the world. An oil that is known 
the world over and ever since oil was dis
covered in' my State-the great State of 
Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania grade crude 
oil is recognized as the outstanding lubri
cant of the Nation. 

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. I yield. 
Mr. GEARHART. Do I understand 

from the gentleman's remarks that he 
would like to have this bill in the grease? 

Mr. GAVIN. Not exactly that, but I 
might say to the gentleman from Cali
fornia who gave such a splendid talk on 
California trees that in the future he use 
Pennsylvania grade crude oil in his car 
when traveling through the California 
forests. 

Mr. GEARHART. That I will. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, will 

the voice of Pennsylvania yield? 
Mr. GAVIN. My time is limiten; how

ever, I cannot help but yield to my dis
tinguished friend from Pennsylvania, 
one of the outstanding Members of the 
Pennsylvania delegation, a member of 
the Committee on the Judiciary, a n;tan 
who commands the respect and admira
tion of the Congress for his fine work, .and 
I might .add, a man who has won for him
self the hearty commendations of the 
membership on both sides of the aisle. 
I am glad to yield to my good friend and 
colleague. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the gentle
man. I wish th.e gentleman would make 
that speech in my district some time. 
Will the gentleman please call attention 
to the fact that the only standing tract 
of virgin timber left in the United States 
east of the Mississippi River is in our 
own State of Pennsylvania in Cook 
Forest? 

Mr. GAVIN. Yes, and it is a gorgeous 
tract of timber, 8,700 acres ·of virgin 
pine that we have preserved to show fu
ture generations of Americans the beau
ties of the Pennsylvania woods. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, to get back to 
this bill. I might say I have a great re
spect and admiration for all the mem
bers of the committee. 

The bill as it now stands is a hodge
podge of confusing, conflicting pro
nouncements so muddied up by amend
ments that no one can tell exactly what 
it contains. 

It is evident that the committee has 
been quite willing to accept any and all 
amendments offered, in the hope, I pre
sume, of getting votes, merely to pass a 
bill, any kind of a bill. 

This proposed legislation has been 
poorly presented; the evidence sub
mitted is but little more than vague 
prom·ses of what will or will not be done. 
The committee has not presented a case 
based on facts that we, as representa
tives of 140,000,000 people, can intelli
gently cast our vote for tc create a ve
hicle to sell America to the world at a 
terrific cost to the American taxpayer, 
when in reality we have oversold our
selves already. · 

I have no confidence in this branch 
of the State Department which has been 
handling this matter. I have no faith 
in the integrity or ability of these indi
viduals to do the kind of a job that 
should be done. 

They say that Secretary of State Mar
shall will clean house. Well, he should 
have cleaned house before he came to 
Congress for a blank check to permit t}1is 
blundering outfit to continue. We have 
heard repeatedly about cleaning house; 

but once the legislation is on the books 
the old gang takes over and carries on 
in any way they see fit. 

How is Secretary Marshall going to 
look after this outfit? He will have 
plenty to do looking after Uncle Sam's 
affairs for the next 2 or 3 years without 
looking after the Voice. 

I am tired of -listening to a lot of glit
tering generalities. I want sound facts. 

Let me ask you this; if you were the 
president of a corporation accountable 
to your stockholders and you listened as 
we have for 3 days to testimony and you 
were asked to approve the spending of 
ten, twenty, or thirty m1llion dollars of 
your company's money for such a pro
gram as has been proposed, what would 
you do? Why, you would not give them 
a thin dime. 

Well, you are directors in a great cor
poration, elected· to look after the tax
payers' dollars and if you can reconcile 
yourself to approving this prograin · to 
carry on with an element who have been 
tossing the American taxpayers' money 
down a rat hole, I cannot. This bill 
should be recommitted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- . 
nizes the genqeman .from Nebraska [Mr. 
MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair
man, I hope the members of the com
mittee will not be confused about who 
will come to the United States to study, 
should this bill be passed. There have 
been a great many amendments adopted. 
In fact, the amendment that I was going 
to offer was offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. KEEFE] and the 
committee accepted it. I think it helps 
the bill, but even with these amendments 
there are many things in this bill that 
are not satisfactory. 

I would call your attention to the fact 
that the State Department reported to 
me the first of the week that there were 
16,956 students from many foreign coun
tries now studying in the United States. 
Of this number, 60 are from Hungary, 
Yugoslavia, and Bulgaria, which is now 
behind the iron curtain. The number 
of students, mostly GI's, from the United 
States studying in foreign countries is 
3,163. They are studying in a great 
many universities. 

I also call your attention to the fact 
that without this bill these students are 
here. Without this bill they are going 
to continue to be here. Every university 
in the country has exchange scholarships 
with universities in other countries; 
which will continue to go on. 

It must be quite evident to the mem
bers of the committee that the State 
Department, in bringing this bill through 
the committee, is trying to build up a 
large bureau or agency in the State De
partment, and making it a permanent 
bureau. The bill goes far beyond the 
original intent of the will of Congress 
and does not reflect the publicity which 
goes out on this legislation. 

When Secretary Mars!lall was before 
the Senate committee he said we must 
have some means of broadcasting to 
other countries. With that I agree. I 
agree with the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL] when 
he said we should sell America to the rest 
of the world. I want to do that, but I 
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contend, and I feel sure you will agree, 
that this bill goes far beyond that 
purpose. 

I hope at the proper time, unless it is 
offered by someone on the minority side, 
to offer a motion to recommit, to make 
this bill just a broadcasting bill. 

The other body has reported out a bill 
that is just a broadcasting bill and I 
think we ought to conform to that lan
guage and the original intent of the 
committee. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska has expired. 

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. Chairman, I . 
offer an amendment, which is at the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MATHEws: Add 

a new subsection to section 702, as follows: 
"Due to the crowded conditions in the 

institutions of learning of this country, 
which are interfering with- the opportuni
ties of veterans and others to obtain their 
educations, and to presently prevent the 
diversion of further Federal funds from use 
for the education of our own veterans, as now 
provided by law, subsectio~s (3) and (5) 
of this section shall not become effective 
until 1 year after the effective d_ate of the 
remaining provisions of this act." 

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of this amendment is perfectly 
clear. It is to defer the effectiveness of 
subsections <3> and (5) of this par
ticular section for 1 year, for the rea
sons stated in the amendment itself. 

The amendment offered by the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. HoFFMAN] hav
ing failed, the per diem allowance still 
remains at $10 per day, or $300 a month, 
which is five times the rate paid to our 
own veterans in the institutions of learn
ing, which are now overcrowded. This 
bill, of course, will overcrowd them more 
by bringing in foreign students and for
eign teachers. 

During the colloquy with the gentle
man from Minnesota, Dr. JuDD, the 
other day, as brought out here .today, 
there is already authorization apparently 
for the State Department to conduct 
this Latin-American program. It will 
not affect that at all. In fact, I would 
like to see them concentrate on Latin 
America for the next year, under previous 
authority granted. Not only that, but 
the colleges themselves can exchange 
students and can exchange professors 
without the necessity of this act. There 
will be nothing whatsoever to interfere 
With the purposes of this act, except 
that during this period when we are told 
that we cannot grant even certain neces
sary funds for disabled veterans during 
this year because of economy, we should 
spend $10 a day or $300 a month to bring 
foreign students here, to crowd our own 
students out of the universities. 

I spokr on this matter the other day. 
I think this is a very reason~.ble amend
ment and ought to be accepted, because I 
do not think this Government should be 
spending that money at a tir.1e when we 
are only spending a little bit for our own 
veterans to get their education, when _the 
other objectives can be accomplished. At 
the end-of the year· we will know better 
where we stand and what world condi
tions are. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MA'l'HEW~ . J yield. 
XCIII---473 

· Mr. DONDERO. And the p1ogram for 
the exchange of teachers and students 
will go on whether-this bill is passed or 
not? _ 

Mr. MATHEWS. That is exactly right. 
Mr. DONDERO. Through our own 

colleges and universities? 
- Mr. MATHEWS. Yes, sir. And our 
program with Latin America will still go 
on under Government expense. 

Mr .. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MATHEWS. I yield. 
Mr. JtJDD. Nobody comes in under 

this program except graduate students, 
who go to graduate ·schools, usually on a 
fellowship, or doing special work with a 
particular professor· or research· man. · 

They do not interfere with the GI's, 
most of whom, of course, are undergrad
uates. Even if you con&ider all of the 
foreign students under this program as 
undergraduates, they would constitute 
only one-twentieth of 1 percent of the 
total number in our colleges. If this 
program were ·to displace any Gl's 'I 
would go along with the gentleman in 
opposition; but knowing what kind ·of 
students are . coming under this legisla
tion I do not see how they would inter
fere with or prevent the education of 
GI's. 

Mr. MATHEWS. How can the gentle
man know what students are coming? 
He does not have charge of the students. 

Mr. JUDD. Because the committee 
has gone over the lists from the coun
tries that come under the program. 
Most of the foreign students in this coun
try do not come under thEt State De
partment. Only a handful comt under 
this program. 

Mr. MATHEWS. Does the commit
tee hand-pick and check the students? 

Mr. JUDD. No. They are selected by 
committees of schclars and Americans 
abroad and are placed and supervised "in 
this country by the Institute of Inter
national Education-a private associa
tion of educators. I will have something 
to say .about that'later. 

Mr. MATHEWS. I do not undtrstand 
the gentleman's statements. How does 
he reconcile them? 

Mr. JUDD. If I said the committee 
went over the individual students on the 
lists, I misspoke myself. What I meant 
to say was that we have gone over the 
list showing the number and kind of 
students-that is, scientific, agricultural, 
medical, and so forth-from each of the 
countries from which they are received; 
and I said further that most of the 
students are coming primarily for special 
graduate training, students who have 
passed competitive examinations and 
been selected for their special ability. 
Most of the foreign students in this 
country came on their own, have scholar
ships, or are able to support themselves 
from their own resources, but some of 
the ablest are not. This program is de
signed especially for that class .. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Ninety-two 
Members are present, not a quorum. 

The Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the .roll, and the .fol
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 88] 
Andresen, Fogarty 

August H. Fuller 
Auchincloss Gallagher 
Bennett, Mich. Gifford 
Bland Goff 
Boggs, La. Gossett 
Bonner Granger 
Brophy Hagen 
Buckley Hartley 
Buffett Hebert 
Bulwinkle Hedrick 
Burleson Heft'ernan 
Carroll HUl 
Celler Hope 
Chapman Jenkins, Pa. 
Clark Jones, Wash. 
Cole, N.Y. Kefauver 
Combs Kelley 
Coudert Keogh 
Davis, Tenn. Kerr 
Deane Kirwan 
Delaney Klein 
Dingell Knutson 
Dolliver Lesinski 
Domengeaux Lusk 
Drewry Lynch 
Elliott McGarvey 
Feighan McM1llan, S. C. 
Fellows Mansfield, Tex. 

Pace 
:ratman 
Phillips, Caut. 
Powell 
Rayflel 
Rich 
Robsion 
St. George 
Scott, 

Hugh D., Jr. 
Seely-Brown 
Sheppard 
Simpson,m. 
Smith, Ohio 
Stratton . 
Thomas. N.J. 
Thomas, Tex. 
Thomason 
VanZandt 
Vinson 
Vorys 
West 
Wilson, Tex. 
Winstead · 
Wood 
Worley 
Youngblood 
Zimmerman 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. JENKINS of Ohio, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having under consideration 
the bill' H. R. 3342, and finding itself 
without a quorum, he directed the roll to 
be called, when 343 Members responded 
to their names, disclosing that a quorum 
was present; and he handed in the names 
of the absentees for printing . in the 
Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The Committee will 
resume its session. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. MATHEWS]. 

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
be again reported. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
again read the amendment offel'ed by 
Mr. MATHEWS. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. MATHEWS]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division <demanded by Mr. MATHEWS) 
there were-ayes 40, noes 89. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr Chairman, I move 

to strike out the last . word, and I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks. · 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, the 

remarks I am about to make were in
tended to apply to subparagraph 4, but _ 
since that paragraph has been eliminated, 
I conclude they are quite germane to 
subparagraph 3. 

The real purpose of my comments is to 
support the gentleman from California 
[Mr. GEARHART] in . setting forth t~e 
merits of the State of California, as one 
of the chief stops in this series of travels 
which I understand is being contem
plated for the various scientists of for
eign lands. 
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I would invite your attention to this 
full page of beautiful pictures. Just see 
those magnificent beaches at Long Beach, 
Calif. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr: Chairman, a 
point of order. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. JENNINGS. The Committee, in 
the shadow · of the great trees of Cali
fornia, is out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee 
will be in order. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, these 
beaches are as broad as the purposes of 
this bill. As you look along them you 
can no more see their end than · you can 
see the ·end of the ramifications of this 
legislation. · And now look at this lower 
picture. · You see a crowded beach. With 
our usual Californian modesty, we note 
that we expect only a million people there 
on the next Fourth of July; but. Mr. 
Chairman, we can squeeze that million 
up a little and work in a few thousand of 
the best of these professors and students, 
especially so if the Government pays 
their expenses: 

Mr. Chairman, I am happy that on this 
oecasion I have been able to get ahead of 
Florida, and I hope that the chambers of 
commerce of the Golden State will take 
due notice of this most worthy accom-
plishment. · · 

Mr. GEARHART. Mr .. Chairman, will 
·the dist1nguished gentleman from the 
great State of California yield? 
: Mr~ BRADLEY. Gladly to the .gentle

.fuan from California. 
Mr. GEARHART. My heart palpi

tated with happiness and gratitude when 
I heard the gentleman speak so eloquent
ly of our beaches, the glory of our great 
State. Tomorrow· I shall introduce a 
resolution to move those beaches up to 
my trees in Kings Canyon National Park, 
so that it may become possible for the 
thousands upon thousands of our visitors 
to sit in the shade as they gaze out over 
the mighty Pacific, contemplating its 
wonders, marveling at its greatness. 

Mr. BRADLEY. May I remind the 
gentleman from California . that my 
beaches are older than his trees. They 
are larger than his trees. · I think if either 
were to be moved, his trees should be 
brought to our southern California 
beaches. There, they ·would prove to be 
a great added attraction-not that any 
such is really needed, but, nevertheless, 
additional attractions are always wel
come. 

Mr. GEARHART. The gentleman's 
comment is well made. I bow my head in 
recognition of the great age and the in
comparable wonders of the great beaches 
of southern California. On second 
thought I think I will leave my trees 
where they are. What do you say, you 
keep your beaches and I will keep my 
trees. 

Mr. BRADLEY. It is a deal. I thank 
the gentleman from the Ninth District of 
California for his valued contribution to 
this exposition of the merits of our be-
1oved State. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

All time on this section has expired. 
The Clerk will read the committee 

amendment. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 
preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. MAsoN moves that the Committee do 

now rise. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion <demanded by Mr. MASON) there 
were--ayes 44, noes 115. 

So the motion was rejected. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will re

port the committeP amendment on page 
16. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: page 16, line 19: 
"MAXIMUM USE OF EXISTING GOVERNMENT 

PROPERTY AND FACILITIES 

"SEC. 703. In carrying on activities under 
this act which requires the utilization of 
Government property and facilities, maxi
mum use shall be made of existing Govern
ment property ~d facilities." 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

·Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as time is 
being utilized today in the creation of a 
State admiration society, and having 
heard the excellent remarks of the gen
tlemen from California :tnd Pennsyl
vania, I, coming from the great State of 
Illinois, might as well. join the parade 
by ::eminding you that Illinois has in it 
the city of Chicago, the ftower of the 
universe. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that the gentleman is 
riot speaking in order. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rjse 
in opposition to the point of order and 
I want to b~ heard on it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
proceed in order. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr . . Chairman, a 
·parliamentary inquiry. Can we not be 
heard in support of or in opposition to 
the point of order? The gentleman 
wants to talk about Chicago? 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
will proceed in order. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, my 
statement is in order, because I am ris
ing in defense of Illinois. When thjs 
matter first came tc the ftoor 2 weeks 
ago I was not on the ftoor. I came on 
the fioor the following Tuesday after
noon. I had in the meantime read the 
report, the bill and the hearings, and 
after listening to the debate I made a 
statement with reference to this bill. 
The following Sunday there appeared 
certain statements in the newspaper di
rectly charging me and other Members 
from Illinois with being isolationists. 
That same afternoon I heard my name 
again mentioned. It was stated that I 
and the other isolationist Members of 
Illinois were holding up consideration of 
the bill. The following morning I saw an 
article in the paper, the Washington 
Post, again stating that the Members 
from Illinois were holding ·up this bill, 
engaged in a concerted plot to resist it, 
at least; that that was the theory of the 
members of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. That was stated right in the 
article. I want the members of that 
committee to answer what I have asked 
them many times before: Is the word 
"isolationist" the antonym of the word 
interventionist? They would have to 

answer that it is. · That being so, if I am 
going to be charged with either being an 
interventionist or isolationist, I shall 
choose the latter every day of the week. 
They ·can intervene all they want in the 
affairs of other nations. That is what is 
being done by this bill. But they should 
not attempt to cast odium upon those 
who honestly oppose it. 

Mr. Chairman, as I have said before, 
if we are going to spend the money of 
America in other places, let us watch 
carefully as to what we are doing with 
it in this Nation. We have bills pend
ing providing aid to education and for 
other needed support in our own country 
and the very people who are asking for 
tha,t aid are those who would be willing 
to send our money over to other nations, 
money that should stay here. The por
tion of the bill just read says: "In car
rying on activities under this act whicb 
reqUire the utilization of Government 
property and facilities, maximum use 
shall be made of existing Government 
property and facilities." 

I say to the committee that it had bet
ter check into what is being done with 
the property and facilities of this Nation 
in foreign countries right now. There 
are certain men who are ·assistants · to 
the assistant to the assistant of the 
Secretary of State who by one stroke of 
the pen are depriving people of the 
things that they should have over there 
and bY the same stroke of the pen they 
are spending hundreds of-millions of dol
lars of our money- without out having 
one thing to say about tt: I can give 
you absolute proof of that fact. Instead 
of charging the Members from Illinois, 
who are trying to do their best here, with 
isolationism, they ought to look into 
these other things. Wb.en I first came 
here in the consideration of this bill I 
had not spoken with one Member of 
the lllinois delegation nor any other 
Member concerning this matter. I ad
dressed the committee from my own 
knowledge of the bill and what is con
tained in it and what I heard in the 
debate. When the ' committee charges 
us with being isolationists, and charge 
us with being opposed to this, and in 
view of the ·fact that the newspapers 
state that the basis for the remarks came 

·from the committee, I think the mem
bers of that committee should respond. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS. I yield ·to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr: GAVIN. I know the· gentleman 
comes from Chicago, one of the great 
metropolises of all the world, one of the 
leading cities of the world. I know that 
if the people of Chicago heard him today 
they would be proud of the stand he is 
taking~ 

Mr. OWENS. I thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. -

Mr. GWINN of New York. Mr. Chair
man; I move to strike out the last word. 
· Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GWINN of New York. I yield to 
the gentleman from South Oakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this section and all amendments thereto 
close in 10 minutes. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
South Dakota? -

There was no objection. 
Mr. GWINN of New York. Mr. Chair

man, I voted to strike out the enacting 
clause. I voted for all the amendments 
on this bill with some realization that 
if we take seriously that we are in an 
atomic age,, and that the next war will 
be fought with atomic powet, most of.. 
what we have been doing to prepare our
selves for defense is probably wasted. 
Most of the ten to eleven billion dollars 
that Vle have appropriated for the usual 
armaments along traditional lines we 
feel in our hearts even now probably to 
be useless. 

It is likely that we have not. accepted 
seriously· the atomic age and the atomic 
power. If we do accept it; then our only 

· defense is the defense of ideas, and that 
'is all. We have got to send; somehow 
or other, ideas to the people who may 

· attack us ;·ideas that are better than war-
fare: Those ideas have to .do with .how 

· to raise food in ·the countries where the 
-people are striving: We cannot go• on 
. app-ropriating funds to feed them only 
to ·find that when we-stop -feeding them, 

-their anger rises against us. They must 
-take care of themselves. 

We have, therefore, it seems· to me;-
-eo me to the place where the dissemina., 
tion of ideas is about our only resort. If 
that is true, then the spending of. $10,-
000,000 or $20,000,000 or $35,000,000 is not 
a crippling undertaking-compared to th_e 
reliance that we have on billions of dol
lars, probably, for useless defense. - I 
made up my mind as a result of this de
bate that we must face it. We have a 

_board now of. our own citizens,. a bi
. partisan board, to set forth the idea:s 
that freedom does work at home; that it 
is the source of food, of houses, and of 
health, and also must be the source 
abroad, if they will only take it. If they 
do accept they will be content at home; 
they will not drop bombs on us for our 
food and houses. They will destroy their 
own dictators and be at peace. If they 
keep the ideas they now have and the 
dictators they have, they . will ride the 
bombs that we discovered and drop them 
upon us. That is the issue. 

We had better go to work on ideas of 
freedom to show that the freedom that 
works here will work abroad. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Connecticut 
[Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I had not intended to par
ticipate in the debate on this bill. I sat 
through the four sessions during which 
we considered the bill and its various 
amendments, but in view of the turn 
that the debate has taken I do want to 
take these few minutes to place in the 
RECORD my conclusions as to this bill. I 
am going to vote for the bill when it 
comes to final passage. 

Whenever a responsible Member of 
this House states that every official 
charged with our national defense and 
our national security and the future _ 
peace of this Nation tells us that they 
want certain legislation passed, I will 
waive any doubt I might have in my 

mind as to certain provisions of the bill .we raised the question, we were as.iured 
and vote for the bill. that this language would take care of it. 

This I do know, that the more the peo- I respect the gentleman's judgment, how
pie of the-world understand our Govern- ever. He is rapidly developing a merited 
ment and our people, and the more we reputation as one of the most effective 
understand tl-le other peoples of the watchdogs of the Treasury. We want 
world, the better are the -chances for this legislation to do what he says his 
peace. As I understand it, that is the amendment provides and we are happy 
purpose of this· bill . . I have confidence to accept his amendment in this con
enough in Secretary Marshall· to believe nection. It is an additional safeguard 
that the bill will be administered in such which is meritorious and it makes doubly 
a way that that program will be carried certain. that the intent of the commit
out. Many Members of the -House_ are tee and of Congress will be completely 
not pleased with the way the program and carefully carried out. i ask that the 
has been carried out in the past and amendment be adopted. 
neither am I, but I believe that, as the , . The CHAIRMAN. 'The· question is on 
majority leader said at the time we con- the amendment offered by the gentle
·Sidered the labor bill, this is but -the first ·man from Wisconsin [Mr. KEEFEL 
·step -in the -legislative prociss. By the The amendment was agreed to. 
time the bHI is ready to go to the Presi- Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

·dent for his signature, it will be an im- ·unanimous consent _ that debate· on this 
. proved bill. If it contributes ·one · iota section and -an amendments - thereto 
to increasing our ,chance for world peace, close in 10 minutes. ' 

-then I want to be recorded as favoring - -The CHAffiMAN. , Is there obJection 
t-he.legislation. , ·to the request of the gentlemap from 
. The CHAIRMAN. The · question is on South Dakota? · - , 

·the committee- amend-ment. There ·was no objection~ ·' 
·' The committee ·amendment was agr-eed -. . Mr. BRYSON. Mr: Chairman, I move 
to. · · to strike out the last word . 

The Clerk read . as follows: Mr. Chairman, I fear that we learn 
TITLE VIII-FuNDS PROVIDED BY OTliER -

SOURCES. 

REIMBURSEMENT--

SEC. 801. The Secretary is authorized, when 
. he finds it- in tlle public interest, to request , 
-and accept reimbursement from any coop
erating governmental or private source in a 
foreign country, or from State' or local gov
ernmental institutions or private sources in 
the United States, for all or part of the ex
penses of ·any portion of the program under
taken hereunder. The amounts so received 
shall be credited to .the then current and 
applicable appropriation aTailable to the Sec
retary for carrying out the purposes of this 
act and shall be available for the purposes 
of such appropriation. 

With the following committee .amend
ments: 

Page 17, line 4, strike out "is authorized" 
and insert "shall." 

- Line 5, strike out "to." 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KEEFE: On page 

17, in line 10, after "be", strike out the bal
ance Of the line and all of lines 11, 12, and 13, 
and: insert the following: "covered into the 
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts." 

Mr. KEEFE . . Mr. Chairman, the only 
purpose of this amendment is to pre
vent the possibility of another revolving 
fund. The amendment would simply re
quire that any reimbursements received 
as a result of this program shall be 
covered as miscellaneou::; receipts into the 
Treasury of the United States, thus pre
venting the re-use of these funds out of a 
revolving fund, and ·will require appro
priations to be made by the Congress be
fore such funds can be re-used. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, ·will the 
·gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEEFE. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I appre

.ciate the gentleman's point fully. It was 
brought up during the hearings. . When 

very little from the lessons of history. 
We seem to have lost sight of that great. 
Ie·sson following the First World . W-ar 

"when we, having successfully ~pmpleted 
ouT military · mission,_ merely sat down 
and let 'the ·cumulative forces that lead 
to war pile up · until we finally · wer_e 
thrust into another conflict of armed 
might-the greatest ·war of -history. 
-That, it seems to me, should have taught 
us tha-t we -must work constructively 
toward peace, just as in time of war we 
must exert our· every fiber to the task 
of attaining ultimate ·victory. 

Peace in this world cannot come -to 
us by chance.. As w-e look about us we 
can readily see that the ·earth is encom
pas-sed by clouds of rfear and doubt, 
of · uncertainty, of misunderstandings 
between nations. These unsavory con
ditions are seeds of war and must even
tually lead to armed conflict unless 
something is done to destroy the:m. 
These fears, doubts, and misunder
standings do not automatically dissolve 
themselves, but must of necessity be 
obliterated by a definite and deliberate 
action. No one of us can possibly know 
just what road will lead to universal and 
permanent peace, for that road has 
never been traveled, but I am willing 
and anxious to travel the road which 

· I believe will offer the greatest possibili
ties in that direction. 

The program outlined in this bill offers 
tremendous possibilities for the dis

-pelling of doubts and misunderstandings 
in foretgn countries about the United 
States and vice versa. An iron curtain 
abom; the United States would be far 
more disastrous than such a curtain 
about the Soviet Union, for I am con
vinced that we have in our democratic 
system the ultimate hope for the world. 
We must sell it to the world, by letting 
the world know how it operates. 

I received a letter from the superin
tendent of the Greenville, S. C., city 
schools. This letter is a glowi~g tribute 
to the international teacher exchange 
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plan in practical' operation. The letter 
.follows: 

GREENVILLE CITY ScHOO:t.S; 
OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT, 

Greenville, S.C., June 11, 1947. 
Hon. JoSEPH R. BRYSON, 

House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

OE.\a CoNGRESSMAN BRYSON: The purpose 
of this letter is to give you a little more 
Information concerning the international 
teacher exchange plan in which the Green
vllle city schools have participated during 
the past year. · 

As I told you in the day letter forwarded 
yesterday, the British exchange teacher we 
have had this year was highly satisfa-ctory. 
Because I am eager for you to know just ~ow 
fortunate we considered ourselves in having 
her here, I am sending you a copy of a letter 
of recommendation prepared for her on May 
29. a duplicate of which was sent to the di
rector of the exchange. 

The detailed information which I have 
received from the exchange committee leads 
me to believe that the teacher we ar~ ex
pecting during the coming year will be equ
_ally satisfactory. You perhaps know that 
teachers who are accepted for the exchange 
must be outstanding instructors with good 
recommendations. A great deal of informa
tion comes to the school systems involved 
before "the teacher ever arrives. I am sure 

. that no school system would be required to 
accept any person who appeared undesir-

··able. , 
. There seems to be some fear on the part 

of a few Congressmen that some of the tea·ch
ers who come to the Un~ted States may act 
as foreign agitators. This is, of course, a 
possib1lity. There also is the possibility 
that some of -our teachers , may do a little 

. agitating for some of our institutions and 
our way of life which, in the opinion of 
some people, would be a good thing. I hope 
any teachers we send believe in this country 
enm.:gh to speak well of it. Since we always 
send as many. teachers abroad as we accept, 
I have an idea that the influence of the for• 
eigners here wlll be pretty wen counteracted 
by our teachers abroad. 

Frankly, I have very little patience with 
Congr.essmen who oppose the plan. In a 

. world such as ours is today, we need to do 
everything we can to se~ that there is more 
association with the peoples of other coun
tries, not less. If the teachers who come 
into our schools attempt to spread undesir· 
able propaganda or to behave ln any im
proper manner, I am sure that we could ap
peal to exchange omclals and secure their 
removal. There certainly ls no point in 
sabotaging a splendid plan because we may 
get or send abroad one or two undesirable 
teachers. 

Thank you for all your services in the 
past. 

Yours respectfully, 
W. F. LOGGINS, 

Superintendent. 

JUNE 11, 1947. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

It affords me real pleasure to have the op
portunity to write a letter of recommenda
tion for Miss Ethel Davis, British exchange 
teacher who has been in the Greenville city 
schools this year. 

Miss Davis has been highly praised by her 
principal .and fellow teachers for her ability 
as a teacher, for the fine relationship she has 
had with her pupils and coworkers, and for 
the ease with which she apparently has ad
justed to all the differences which exist be
tween the schools of Great Britain and the 
United States. Her principal naturally fol
lowed her work closely because he wanted to 
be helpful in every possible way, but he 
found that she required very little assist
ance. She is able, self-reliant, and has a 
good sense of humor. 

Not only is Miss Davis an excellent ·teacher 
of elementary school children; her general 
information 1s outstanding. She .l.!i highly 
intell1gent and well-informed. · Dm;ing the 
year I have found myself constantly amazed 
at the amount of information she has con
cerning many matters and have sometimes 
wondered if our American teachers know as 
much as she does about our Nation and 
world affairs. 

No letter would be complete without some 
mention of the contribution Miss Davis has 
made to Greenville and surrounding com
munities. She is a charming public speaker 
and has ·given generously of her tiifie to 
speak before professional, cultural, civic, and 
church groups. All who have heard her are 
delighted with her personally and are 1m
pressed with the things she has to say. 

A Greenville newspaper columnist de
voted part of a recent day's writing to her, 
.stating, in part: 

"If a survey were made, it probably would 
show that Miss Davis has made more speeches 
durJng the last 9 months than any other 
person in Greenville. He fine sense of tast~. 
her frankness and tolerance have made her 
a favorite in our city and young and old 
alike regret to see her return to her native 
England in the early future. Whatever per
son in England made such a wise choice as 
the selection of Miss Davis as an exchange 
teacher Is due a vote of thanks from every 
one of the 107,000 persons of greater Green
ville." 

I think he has voiced the sentiments of 
all of us. Miss Davis has sold the teacher 
exchange plan to the people here. 

I am delighted to recommend her un
reservedly for any position she feels she is 
equipped to fill. 

Yours truly, 
W. F. LOGGINS, 
, Superintendent . 

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, during all the yea·rs of 
my service in Congress I have consist
ently refrained . from indulging in the 
slightest criticism of my associates. It 
is not my intention to be critical now. 
Far be it from me to question the motives 
of any Member of this body or to voice 
objection to his free expression of his 
informed views on any subject. I do, 
however, question such views when and 
if they are apparently based upon mis
information or inspired by prejudice. 

Until now I have listened in silence to 
the long and frequently bitter debate 
upon the· pending measure. In many 
respects it has been a remarkable and 
disappointing exhibition. As an in
formative discussion it has had but little 
appeal. On the other hand it has forced 
upon me the conclusion that much of the 
opposition to the bill under considera
tion stems from a lack of understand
ing of the intent and purpose of the 
measure and lack of appreciation of the 
vital necessity .of the action it authoriZes. 

In addition to this, throughout the de
bate there has frequently been evidenced 
a partisan political predjudice against 
our State Department and all its works. 
Day after day we have heard what might 
well be termed unreasoning criticism di
rected at the Department-criticism so 
undeserved as to indicate that, to the 
minds of the critics, anything com
mended by our State Department should 
at· once be subject to condemnation. 

I hold no brief for any department of 
our Government. In my opinion the 
men who head our departments are 
amply able to take care of themselves, 

and · there is not one of them who, if 
given· the privilege of the floor of this 
House, could not come here and answer 
his critics face to face with credit and 
honor to himself. . Unfortunately he 
has not this privilege. An attack made 
upon him here can be answered only by 
silence, while ·his critic preens himself 
upon the courage of his performance. 

Our Secretary of State and his assist
ants are today engaged in the perform
ance of a task of unprecedented difficulty 
and importance. The difficulty of this 
task c·annot be magnified-the results of 
a failure in performance cannot be 
measured. All of us know or should 
know that upon the success of these ef
forts depend the security of a distressed 
world: That success or failure may 
spell the di1Ierence between a continua
tion of democratic processes in govern
ment and the end, throughout the world, 
of all liberty and freedom. Success may 
mean peace-failure may mean war. 
Faced with this critical situation, who 
will say that the men of our Department 
of State should not be given the confi
dence and trust of the Nation they serve? 
Who will say that they should not be 
supplied with every instrumentality nec
essary to the success of their under
taking. 

One of the questions raised by the bill 
now under consideration is whether or 
not there is need for continuation of 
the broadcasting program provided for 

.. in the measure. During the debate we 
have been told over and over again, and 
truthfully, that the Soviet Union has for 
l_llany :rp.onths been broadcasting .a pro
gram designed to injure the United 
States of America and bring upon our 
country the hatx:_ed and contempt of the 
peoples of other nations. We are told 
that day after day and month after 
month the official broadcasting stations 
of the Russian Government have been, 
and are- now, beaming to all countries 
in Europe and to other nations of the 
world, in the language of the peoples 
sought to be influenced, a mass of un
truths. distorted information, garbled 
news. and false propaganda against our 
people and our Government. Day after 
day and night after night this insidious 
propaganda is being hammered into lis
teners in scores of countries over the 
globe. 

Until the Voice of America came on 
the air not a word of denial or correc
tion of the Russians' statements was 

]leard. Not a single truth about Amer
ica \vas uttered. Not a single voice was 
raised in our defense. Who is it who 
cannot foresee the results if we now be
come and remain silent? Our need for 
the Voice of America is great. It must 
not be silenced; 

Now is the time when our great demo
cratic Nation must be presented to the 
world in its true light, and not in the 
distorted image created by the Russian 
Communists. We know that the ·Rus
sian objective is to undermine the Gov
ernment of the United States and de
stroy all confidence of the world in our 
democratic form of government. They 
know that a lie, however incredible, if 
constantly repeated and unchallenged, 
will ultimately be accepted as the truth. 
This was the Hitler philosophy once; it 
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is the Russian policy now, and to carry 
it on the Soviet Government is spend
ing on its broadcasting program more 
money than all other governments com
bined are spending for the · same pur
pose. If the opponents of _the pending 
bill have their way and defeat this meas
ure, the field will be open for Russia to 
work her will with the peoples of the 
world. 

The United States of America saved 
Russia from destruction. During World 
War II our ships, loaded with desperately 
needed materials of war, crowded the 
sea lanes leading to her sbores. We drew 
upon our resources to arm, clothe, shel
ter, and feed her armies. We fed and 
clothed her noncombatant population. 
We gave without stint in order that she 
might have the strength to drive from 
her soil the invading armies of Hitler. 
Russia was made strong through the will 
and generosity of a free and democratic 
nation. Today, awakened to her power 
and strength, her Government is spend
ing something like $100,000,000 a year 
to tell the world that the United States 
of-America is imperialistic, gras_ping, and 
domineering; that it threatens the secu
rity and freedom of all . peoples and is 
endangering the peace of the. world .. 
. We cannot afford to let a campaign 
like that go on unrebuked and unchal
lenged. We cannot afford tp keep silent~ 
Our voices must be heard. The people of 
all countries must be told the tr:uth. 
The prestige of our Nation-is at stake 
and the interests of the American people 
demand the passage of the pending 
measure. 
· The bill under consideration provides 
a further answer to the problem we are 
facing. This is found in its provision 
for the exchange of students, skills, and 
information. It calls on the nations of 
the world for open doors, for a. fri~:;ndly 
exchange of the knowledge necessary to 
human progress. It will permit the 
youth of our country to visit other lands, 
to see their cities and towns, to e11ter 
their schools, to visit their homes, to 
mingle with their people, to· learn to 
understand and to speak their language, 
to observe their habits and customs, to 
meet them face to face and to know them 
for what they are. 

This bill, if passed, wlll bring the y~uth. 
of other nations to America for the same 
purpose and grant to them the same 
privileges. Those who come here .wlll 
visit our educational institutions, our 
museums, our libraries, our galleries of 
art. They will study in our colleges and 
universities. They will, as do those we 
send abroad, visit with us in our Ameri
can homes and note our way of life. · 
They will see democracy in action and 
learn at first hand the true meaning of 
freedom of speech, freedom of worship, 
freedom from want, and freedom from 
fear. 

And then, those who come here and 
those ~e send there will return to their 
respective homes carrying with them a 
new concept and understanding of each 
country and people they have visited. 
This new concep'~ will be put into words-. 
into friendly words-to enlighten those 
at home; and in every community from 
which a visitor was sent, there will grow 
and fiourish a new respect of one people 

for another-a friendly respect born of 
knowledge and understanding~ 

Now, more than at any time in its his
tory, is it necessary for the United States 
to cultivate and win the friendship and 
cooperation of other nations. Russia's 
propaganda campaign against us has 
already been effective in many countries. 
If her broadcasted untruths became fixed 
in the minds for which they are intended, 
they will never be uprooted. They will 
grow, flourish, and expand into a deep 
distrust and hatred. Our world leader
ship will pass to another nation headed 
by an individual whose will is law and · 
whose power is fear. If that time should 
come, we will again face the alternative 
of a loss of liberty and freedom or a war 
to preserve our most precious herl.tage
and this time we wm face that crisis 
alone. · 

It is my earnest hope that this House 
will pass · the measure now under con
sideration. Its passage will mean that' 
the Voice of America will not be silenced 
and that a student-exchange · program 
will be established. Both programs are 
needed instrumentalities ·for world-wide 
and a lasting peace. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, much 
has been said during the last hour or two 
about our veterans. Certainly, I yield 
to no man in this Chamber or in the 
country in my appreciation of the con
duct of the veterans during the last war 
as well as during World War I. That 
being the case, and since that apprecia
tion is unanimous on our part, it · occurs 
to me that now is probably an appro
priate time to ascertain who is for and 
who is against this bill. 

First, the subcommittee which is in 
charge of it here held very extensive 
hearings and indulged in a unanimously 
favorable report to the full committee. 
Then, the full committee after mature 
consideration after the subcommittee 
had amended the b1ll very generously, 
and after a number of other amend
ments were made, unanimously reported 
the bill to the House. 

On what did the members of the com
mittee base their unanimous report? 
Who appeared for the bill? Among 
others, Secretary of State Marshall, 
Chief of Staff during the war; General 
Eisenhower, commander of the Allied 
Armies during the war, and present 
Chief of Staff; General Walter Bedell 
Smith, General Eisenhower's chief of 
staff during the war, and presently Am
bassador to Russia who spoke not only 
with his war experienc':! as a background 
but as an American diplomat now in one 
of the large foreign countries and who 
has heard this program, seen its activity, 
and observed the reaction. 

Who ·else? The leadership of the 
American Legion, the Veteran§ of Foreign 
Wars, and the American Veter-ans of 
World War II. 

That, my colleagues, I submit, includes 
practically all the vet~rans of the last 
war as well as of World War I. They 
unanimously, through their leaders, came 
to our committee and many of them 
spoke witl:. experience, such as Marshall 
and Eisenhower. They not only unani
m-ously approved this legislation but 
urged its enactment. 

Who appeared against the bill? De
spite the invitation which I personally 
heard extended by the chairman of the 
subcommittee, which was a very cordial 
invitation through the press, which was 
well represented, for anybody to appear 
in opposition, not one single person, my 
colleagues, appeared in opposition to the 
bill. 

Now, who are you going to follow in 
casting your vote when the roll is called? 

Are you going to follow the leadership 
of our veterans, General Marshall, Gen
eral Eisenhower, and General Smith, and 
the leaders of all veterans' organizations, 
or are you going to cast your vote against 
what these illustrious patriots are all 
very positively convinced is for the best 
interests of the country we love because 
of the fact that you heard some rumor 
that your . unclefs grandpa'c niec.e's 
cousin's stepdaughter said that this bill 
was not good? On what are you going 
to base your vote? In reaching your 

- conclusion, remember that whil~ these 
soldiers brought this war to a· glorious 
and successful conclusion, remember. 
.that-the psychologicalwar.fare is still on, 
and remember, too, that the money pro
posed to be contributed toward the suc
cess of .this warfare is some $30,000,000, 
as against some $300,000,000,000 spent 
during the war and many more billions 
that would be necessary to win another 
war, to say nothing of the hundreds of 
thousands of precious lives. Certainly, 
my colleagues, does not statesmanship, 
does not· love of country, does not respect 
for these gentlemen who know whereof 
they speak demand that you stop, look, 
and listen? 

Mr. PHILLIPS of Tennessee. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
, Mr. JARMAN. I yield. 

Mr. PHILLIPS . of Ten_nessee. The 
gentleman stated that · the American 
Legion and the Veterans of-Foreign Wars 
were sponsoring this bill. ·At what na
tional convention did they state by any 
resolution that they were sponscring it? 

Mr. JARMAN. The gentleman be
longs to both organizations and he knows 
that between conventions their respec
tive committees act for these bodies, and 
it was the executive committees which 
approved the resolution approving this 
bill, both the American Legion and the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JARMAN. I yield. 
Mr. KEEFE. I just wanted to say that 

as far as I am personally concerned, I 
am going to vote on this legislation as a 
result of my own study of it and I think 
every other Member has · intelligence 
enough to study this bill and to come to a 
conclusion upon the bill, regardless of 
what anybody else may have told him. 

Mr. JARMAN. I certainly commend 
the gentleman for voting on that basis 
and I hope that all others will do the 
same. If so, if they will really thor
oughly familiarize themselves with the 
real bill, its purposes and its possibilities 
for accomplishment for our country, 
there will be no doubt whatever of its 
overwhelming passage. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman .from Alabama has expired. 
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Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, I with

draw my request for time at this time. 
The CHAIRMAN. All pro forma 

amendments. are withdrawn. The Clerk 
will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
ADVANCES OF FUNDS AND PROPERTY. 

SEc. 802. If any governmental, intergov
ernmental, or private source shall expre£s the 
desire to provide funds, · property, or services 
to be used by this Government, in whole or 
in part, for the expenses of any part of the 
program undertaken pursuant to this act, the 
Secretary is authorized, when he finds it in 
the public interest, to accept such funds, 
property, or services. Funds so received may 
be established as a trust fund or special 
deposit account in the Treasury of the United 
States, to be available for reimbursement of 
appropriations or direct expenditure for the 
purposes and under the provisions . of this 
Act. Any unexpended balance of the trust 
fund or· special deposil account and other 
property received under this section and no 
longer required for the purposes for which 
provided shall be returned to the source pro-
viding the funds or property. · 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment, which is at the Clerk's desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
-Amendment offered by Mr. KEEFE: On page 

17, line 14, strike out all of line 14 and all 
of section 802. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I :tnay say 
that this amendment is prompted by 
some research into the problems that are 
presented in · this bill in section 802 . . 
When I read the bill and studied it, I 
came to the conclusio!'\ that if this grant 
of authori~y were permitted to remain in 
this bill, it would be possible for a State 
Department, so inclined, to completely 
circumvent the will of the Congress of 
the United States, and to bypass th~ Ap
propriations Committee entirely and to 
accept voluntary grants and contribu
tions from private agencies of one kind 
or another, · to pay the expenses of car
rying out a. purely governmental func
tion. That has been contrary to public 
policy ever since this Nation was estab
lished as a nation. 

There has never been a time when an 
expenditure of money for such a pur
pose could be properly justified, or the 
acceptance of money for expenditure by 
the Government for a purely govern
mental purpose could be justified unless 
and until the Congress of the United 
States expressly gave its approval. 

I have here as a result of research a 
great long list 'of acts passed by the 
Congress of the United States dealing 
with the acceptance of donations, and 
I do not find a single one that related 
to a -situation such as is envisioned in 
this section 802. 

I think it ·would be a dangerous thing 
to allow any private organization to go 
to the State Department· and say: "Mr. 
Secretary, the Congress of the United 
States has refused to give you the amount 
of money that you want to carPy on this 
program. We will give it to you and 
provide the money"; and he would have 
the right to accept it and to thumb his 
nose at the Congress and its control over 
appropriations. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEEFE. I yield. 

Mr~ MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, ~ay I 
say to the Members of the House that 
the gentleman from Wisconsin was 
thoughtful enough to come before our 
subcommittee to discuss this problem to 
which he has devoted a great amount of 
research in tracing down the genesis of 
these provisions to which he has referred. 

This section is not basic to the legis
lation at all, and rather than take an· 
unnecessary chance we have told him we 
will be happy to accept the amendment. 

I wanted him, liowever, to give the 
explanation to the House. I thank him 
for it. It is a constructive amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this section and all amendments 
thereto do now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Wisconsin. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

T~E IX-MISCELLAli.'"EOUS 
LOYALTY CHECK ON PERSONNEL 

SEc. 901. No individual may be employed or 
assigned to duties under this act unless the 
Director of the Federar Bureau of Investiga
tion, after such investigation as he deems 
necessary, certifies that, in his·opinion, such. 
individual is loyal to the United States_and 
such employment or assignment is consistent 
with the security of the United States. 

With the following committee an:end-
ment: -

Page 18,11ne 8, after the figure "901", strike 
out the balance of the section and insert 1n 

_ lieu thereof the following: "No citizen or 
resident of the United States, whether or not 
now in the employ of the Government, may 
be employed or assigned to duties under this 
act unless the Director of the Federal Bu
reau of Investigation, after such investiga
tion as he deems necessary, certifies that in 
his opinion such individual is loyal to the 
United States and that such employment or 
assignment to duties Is consistent with the 
security of the United States: Provided, how
ever, That any present employee of the Gov
ernment, unless an unfavorable . report as to 
such employee is rendered sooner by thif 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, may, with
out euch certification, be employed or as
signed to duties under this act. for the period 
of 6 months from the date of its enactment. 
This section shall not apply 1n the case of 
any officer appointed by the President by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate.'' 

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer a substitute amendment for the 
committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Substitute amendment ot!ered by Mr. 

RICHARDs to the committee amendment: 
"No citizen or resident of the United States, 
·whether or not now in the employ of the 
Government, may be employed or assigned 
to duties under this act until such indi
vidual has been investigated by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation and a report thereon 
has been made to the Secretary of State: 
Provided, however, That any present em
ployee of the Government, pending the re
port a.s to such employee by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, may )le employed 
or assigned to duties under this act for the 
period of 6 months from the date of its 
enactment. This section shall not apply in 
the case of any officer appointed by the 
President by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate." 

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
offering this substitute amendment for 

the consideration of the House because I 
think it my duty to do so. 

Both section 901 and the committee 
amendment provide that no one may be 
employed under this act until he has been 
investigated by the Federal Bureau of In
vestigation from a loyalty and security 
standpoint. 

In my humble opinion, so far, so good. 
I believe these people should be investi
gated, those coming in and those already 
there. If there are Communists or Com
munist sympathizers in this outfit, or in 
any other department of the Govern
ment, they should be and must be ruth
lessly weeded out. There is no room in 
any department or agency of our Gov
ernment for those who do not owe their 
allegiance solely and wholeheartedly to 
the TJnited States. 

As a matter of fact, there have been 
so many wild rumors about Communists 
boring into the State Department that I 
believe such an investigation would be 
welcomed by 99 percent of the employees 
there. 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation 
has the machinery, the experience, and 
the know-how to do this job. You al
ready know that the President has re
quested scrutiny and screening of all 
Federal ~mployees from the loyalty 
standpoint. Secretary of State Marshall .. 
shortly after his return from Moscow; 
filed a specific request with the FBI that 
top priority be given investigation of em
ployees in the State Department. · As
sistant Secretary of State in Charge of 
Administration John E. Peurifoy realiz
ing that a man in his position must be, 
like Caesar's wife, above suspicion, im
mediately upon his appointment some 
weeks ago· requested tha~ he himself be 
investigated by the FBI. There is no 
doubt what this investigation will reveal 
as to Mr. Peurifoy. I have known him 
for many years and his family all my 
life, and I can testify that he is able, 
trustworthy, and efficient, and that there 
is no man in Government service today 
more loyal to the United States Govern
ment and our way of life. · 

But the committee amendment goes 
too far. In addition to requiring an in
vestigation by the FBI, it further pro
vides that, before the Secretary of State 
can employ anyone, the Director of the 
FBI must certify "that, in his opinion, 
such individual is loyal to the United 
States and that such employment or as
signment is consistent with the security 
of the United States." 

So far as I know, no such requirement 
as to the employees of this or any other 
department of the Government has ever 
before been enacted. into law. 

My substitute amendment provides 
that the FBI is to investigate and report 
its findings to. the Secretary of State, 
but strikes out the requirement as to 
certification. 

I have not communicated· with either 
Secretary Marshall or Mr. Hoover about 
this certification requirement. I am not 
authorized to speak for either of them. 
But I am certain that Mr. Hoover does 
not approve this requirement because it 
was never intended that the FBI have 
this super-power over the Secretary of 
State himself. The FBI is an investiga-
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tive agency; it is a fact-finding body; it 
has peculiar facilities for making investi
gations. Its services are needed here. 
Its proper function is to investigate and 
present the facts to our courts and the 
·departments of the Government. It may 
be assumed that the Secretary of State, 
to whom the results of FBI investigations 
are made known, will act for the best in
terest of this country. To assume other
wise would be to impugn the loyalty of 
the Secretary of State and his Assistant 
in Charge of Administration. To as
sume otherwise would be to admit a fatal 
weakness in our system of government. 

I am strong for this bill. The true story 
of the United States must be carried to 
the world, if we are to be understood. 
Our democratic way of life must be 
championed in the forum of the world. 
Right now Russia is spending millions 
:propagandizing the world on the virtues 
of the communistic state. We must com
bat this stuff or reap the whirlwind later 
on. We must combat it by doing every
thing possible to see that foreigners are 
told the truth. But we should do . it 
through democratic processes. · .-

This bill sets up the machinery for aet- · 
..... ting our story told. We want the world 

to know that this is a Government of free 
men; that the United States is . n.ot a 
police state and, with the help of God, 
will never be. . 
: That being true, it is inconsistent ·and 

destructive of our purposes to· allow to 
remain in this bill a 'provision which 
makes the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion a superpolice body with final say-so 
over the personnel and activities of the 
State Department. The provision of the 
committee amendment, 1f enacted into 
law, would in itself create in this coun
try the germ of the police state, the very 
thing that this bill proposes to combat 
abroad. We would thereby help to create 
a . F1·ankenstein which could finally de
stroy our democratic system and our way 
of life. 
· Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment to the substitute. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

. Amendment offered by Mr. JAVITS to the 
substitute: In the substitute offered by Mr. 
RICHARDS, after the word "safe", line 6, in
sert "who shall oertify that in his opinion 
such individua: is loyal to the United S_tates 
and that such employment or assignment .to 
duty 1s consistent with the security of the 
United States." 

· Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this section and all amendments thereto 
close in 10 minutes, 5 minutes to be ·re
served to the committee, because I would 
like to explain what is wrong with the 
approach that these two gentlemen are 
making to this proposition. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from· 
South Dakota? 

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, is the gentle
man choking off debate on this important 
bill when many Members have not had a 
chance to speak on the bill at all? 

Mr. MUNDT. I scarcely think it has 
been choked off, but I will modify my 
request and make it 15 minutes if the 
gentleman cares to have some time. 

The CHAmMAN. Is there objection of freedom here required it to be fought 
to the request of the gentleman from for in places far removed from here. 
South Dakota? I prefer to believe that what Repub-

There was no objection. lican Members want is a clarification of 
Mr. JAVITS. My amendment to the this bill; they want some amendments; 

substitute is designed to strengthen it and they want a complete discussion. I re
to meet some objections which I think fuse to believe that a majority will be so 
might occur on the Republican side of unrealistic as to want to kill this bill, 
the aisle. My amendment vests the obli- finally. The Republicans were in the 
gation to certify in the Secretary of minority in the Congress for a long time, 
State, because I believe that the Members and it is because new men have come in 
on the Republican side of the aisle want that the Republicans are in the majority. 
to be sure that in this particular program Mr. Chairman, I am of the opinion that 
it should ·be somebody whom they have the great majority of the new men who 
confidence in who will vouch for the received the mandate of the people in 
loyalty and the security of the personnel November 1946, realize the inseparability 
involved. Under my amendment . the of foreign policy and the means for ex
Secretary of State is required to certify plaining it to the people of the world, and 
to the loyalty and security of each indi- Will vote "aye" when the roll is called on 
vidual employee in the program. this bill. . 

I beg leave to .inform the Committee The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
why this entire proposal is important, al- nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
though it is not in the main stream of LECOMPTE]. 
the bill. The head of the Federal Bureau Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Chairman, I do 
of Investigation is not a Cabinet officer. not know that there is anything that I 
He is an officer. appointed by the Attorney can add to the discussion of this bill. It 
General. . The Secretary -of State is a occurs to me that at this time. everyone 
Gabinet ·officer, and of high rank. Yet, . should be given an opportunity to ex
by what we are doing in the b1ll, we are . press· ,himself. This is very important 
saying that an officer of lower rank, in a legislation. This ·is legi_slation dealing 
bureau which is charged essentially with with .the future. of this country and the 
criminal investigation, has -the power to . world. If I understand the amendment 
bind the s ·ecretary of State on a certiflca- offered by the gentleman from South 
tion of .the loyalty of important person- . Carolina, aJthough I have not had .. a 
n_el in the Department of State; hardly chance to study i1i--=I just heard it·read,;_ . 
an expression of confidence. in the Sec- . it seems " to me that the amendment 
retary ofState of the United States. Also ought to be adopted.· I have no 'under
as my colleague on the Foreign Affairs ._standing of the amendment that was just 
Committee from South Carolina so elo- . offered, by the gentleman from New York. 
quently said, it opens the po·ssibility of a It may be a good suggestion. ' 
pblitical police bureau of our own. In · Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
the bill for relief assistance to Greece . gentleman yield? 
and Turkey we included a similar provi- Mr: LECOMPTE. I yield to the gentle-
sian, but that provision called for no such man from New York. · 
certification by the FBI. , It said only Mr. JAVITS. All that it does is that 
that a person "shall have ·been investi- it takes exactly the thought of the gen
gated as · to loyalty and security by the tleman from SoutJ;l Carolina and· gives 
Federal Bureau of Investigation." the power' of certification to the Secre-
: Now, I yield to no one in my solicitude tary of State. The amendment as pre- · 

for the passage of this bill, and I would sented by the gentleman from South 
like to say_ a word while I am on my feet Carolina just states that the Secretary of 
cin two of the arguments that have been State shall have a report of the inves
made here today about the bill. tigation. My amendment requires in ad-

We have been asked what is an anto- dition that the Secretary of State, after 
nym for isolationism. An antonym for having that report from the FBI, shall 
isolationism is security, and I would like certify, 
to give the gentleman three synonyms Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman. will 
for isolationism-one Is insecurity, the the gentleman yield? 
other is impracticability, and the third is Mr. LECOMP'l"'E. I yield to the. gentle-
unrealism. I cannot believe that any- man from South Carolina. 
body who went through the last war Mr. RICHARDS. I very much appre
could still stand up here and claim to be ciate the gentleman's remarks about this 
an isolationist and find any virtue in amendment. If I understood correctly 
that position. · what he said, he has a clear conception 

One other point-a good deal has been of what my amendment does. 
made about the fact that a majority of Mr. LECOMPTE. I confess that I have 
the Republicans went through the mid- not had any chance to study it, but it 
die aisle on a teller· vote to shelve this seems to me that it is a good amend
bill, arid that a minority of the Repub- ment. 
licans supported the move to continue on Mr. RICHARDS. My substitute pro
with this bill, argue it out and come to a ·· vides for an Investigation by the FBI. 
vote. But, I would like to point out that It provides for a report from the FBI to 
when the Greek-Turkish assistance bill the Secretary of State, but it cuts out 
was before this Committee, on the ques- the requirement for certification by the 
tion of whether we were going to be FBI to the Secretary of State before an 
isolationists or whether we were going employee can be added to the rolls of 
to be realists, a majority of the Republi- the State Department. 
cans who voted, 58 percent, voted to be. Mr. LECOMPTE. I see nothing wrong 
realistic, voted aye, in recognition of the with that. 
fact that national security was a part of Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will 
world security and that the preservation the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. LECOMPTE. I yield to the gentle- ) Mr. JUDD. The committee is up 
man from Tennessee. ~ against this hard - situation, however~ 

Mr. JENNINGS. The thing that . We know of instances where a Secretary 
strikes me with peculiar force is, Who is of State has employed or continued in 
going to tell the Secretary of State or employment individuals on whom the 
give him the facts with reference to these FBI made distinctly unfavorable reports. 
people that he may select? He has no Still they were retained in the State De,;. 
personal knowledge of them. Will he partment. . 
get his information and his certification · Mr. LECOMPTE. Was the Secretary 
from some of those who are in that of State conscious of that fact? · 
agency, that the President recently said Mr. JUDD. Well, the FBI turned in -
he wanted $50,000,000 to investigate and an unfavorable report in one case and, 
get rid of? I understand, the Secretary did not look 

Mr. LECOMPTE: He will get his in- at the report. If he had looked at_ the 
formation from 'the FBI. That is one report of course he could not have em
of the big departments. in this Gov- · played the man; but for various reasons -
eminent and is one of the departments it apparently was thought that to dis
that stands high in th.e estimation of the · charge tJ:ie man for his pro-Communist 
American people: · - activities might get us into trouble with 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will Russia so the man was continued in em- : 
the gentleman yiela? · ployment although there was reason to 

Mr. LECOMPTE. · I yield to the gen- believe he was not working primarily in 
tleman from Michigan. · the interest of the United States. 

Mr. CRAWFORD: 'I agree with the Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will 
gentleman who 'now has the . floor and ' the gentleman yield further? . 
also the gentleman from New York that · · Mr. LECOMPTE. I yield. 
tne State Department is an important Mr. RAYBURN. I have plenty of faith 
branch of the Government, tied into the in Edgar Hoover, but I certainly do not 
Cabinet, and t~at the FBI is not, but have any more faith in Edgar Hoover 
I am not unmindful of , the fact that than I have in George Marshall. 
the FBI is the investigating ~rm of the Mr. JUDD. Neither do I; but George 
United States Government. Marshall is not in charge of investigat-

Mr. LECOMPTE. If we cannot de- ing the 13-ctivities of a given person, and 
pend on the FBI, on ·whom can we de- Eagar Hoover is. . ' 
pend? The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog-

Mr. CRAWFORD. I do not propose nizes the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
to turn that arm· of the Government over JARMAN]. 
to _the State Department. Further, the Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
State Department is entrusted more than in opposition to the substitute amend
any other department of the Government ment. 
with the welfare of the country. The Mr. Chairman, I wish to emphasize 
employees of that Department should be what the gentleman from Texas and the 
investigated by the FBI _before they are gentleman from South Carolina have 
permitted to deal with the destinies of said. Really, when you require the FBI 
the United States, to report to the Secretary of State on an 

Mr. LECOMPTE. I am confident that investigation of a proposed employee, as 
General Marshall does not want anybody the amendment of the gentleman from 
in whom he does not have complete con- South Carolina would require, it is the 
-fidence. same _thing as requiring the FBI to re-

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will port on his loyalty, because I, too, cannot 
the gentleman yield? conceive of Secretary of State Marshall 

Mr. LECOMPTE. I yield to the dis- employing anyone about whom he has 
tinguished gentleman from Texas. received a report from the FBI that he ·is 

disloyal to this countr}. 
Mr. RJ\YBURN. This is the way this Mr. Hoover does not want this. Just 

·situation appears to me. Nobody may be · th f h u N f 
employed until after he has been investi- as m e case o t e nited ations, 1 

we continue; as has been -attempted in 
gated by the Federal Bureau of Invest!- the · House, to load the United Nations 
gation. Without the certification, Secre- with many things which it is not 
tary Marshall then would take that re- equipped to do, that is the easiest way to 
port, and I cannot think that anyone in kill it. Similarly, -if we continue to load. 
this House, having the faith and confi- duties on our FBI, it cannot continue to 
dence in him that we do, would believe function on the high plane and with the 
that Secretary Marshall would appoint· efilciency that it has always operated 
to any position anybody upon wnom the heretofore. I repeat, Mr. Hnover ·does 
FBI had made an unfavorable report. not wish to have this duty. No other law 

Mr. LECOMPTE. That is the position has ever been passed by Congress in 
I am trying to take, but I thought that which such a provision has been placed. 
was the purpose and the object of the Finally, Mr. Chairman, I, tdo, h~ve 
amendment offered by the gentleman every respec~ for Edgar Hoover, but I, too, 
from South Carolina. do not wish to run any risk whatever, just 

Mr. RICHARDS. That is exactly it. as the gentleman from South Carolina 
Mr. LECOMPTE. As near as I could does not wish to run the risk, of the pas

understand it, that is what I thought sibility of an accusation from any for-
should be written into the bill. eign country or front any "pinkos'' in our 

Mr. RICHARDS. That is correct. own country that we are tending toward 
Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the an NKVD in the United States. 

gentleman yield? The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
Mr. LECOMPTE. I yield to the gen- nizes the gentleman-from South Dakota 

tleman from Minnesota. [Mr. MUNDT]. 

, Mr. MUNDT . . Mr~ Chairman, we are 
carrying forward in this proposed 
altlendment a program on which we are 
now embarked. We wrote it into the 
relief legislation and we wrote it into the 
Turkish -Greek Loan Act. In fact I was 
the author of the FBI protective amend
ments in both of those bills. We pro
vided that employees dealing with cer
tain aspects of our international affairs 
should be screened by the FBI. . I think 
that is a sound and prudent policy. 

We have put it in this bill in this fash
ion deliberately because we feel this is 
one of the great struggles in which our 
country is engaged in order to defeat 
the activities and efforts of Communists 
abroad. We want the people carrying 
out this new program to be free from 
suspicion. We want to put an end to 
the suspicions and rumors of which we 
have heard so much duting this debate. 
We want these new -employees to be· 
audited and to be screened and to be 
examined and to be checked by the FBI 
and we _want them, affirmatively certified. 
We believe that Secretary_ of State Mar
shall will be happy to have that responsi
bility taken off his shoulders. 

I have never had too much confidence, 
Mr. Chairman, in an audit of a bank 
which is made by the wife of a cashier 
in the bank. I think the FBI, being 
outside of the State Department, should 
have the responsibility of investigating. 
The State Department is not set up as · 
an investigating agency. This is in line 
with legislation which I hope the House 
and Senate will enact before we adjourn 
which will establish throughout all Fed
eral agencies that the FBI shall clear all 
Federal employees as to loyalty and also 
clear thell). in the matter of security for 
this country. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a negative vote 
on the proposals of both the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. RICHARDS] and 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
JAVITS]. . . 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. JAVITS]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAmMAN. The question is on 

the substitute amendment' offered by the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 

RICHARDS] for the committee amendment. 
The question was taken; and on a 

division <demanded by Mr. JAR:MAN) there 
were-ayes 65, noes 87. 

·So the substitute, amendment was re
jected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now 
recurs on the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk read as ,follows: 
SEPARABILITY 01' PROVISIONS 

SEC. 902. If any provision of this act or the 
application. of any such provision to any 
person or circumstance shall be held invalid, 
the validity of the remainder of the act and 
the applicab111ty of such provision to other 
persons or circumstances shall not be affected 
thereby. 

Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, a few moments ago the 
question was raised as to the endorse
ment of this legislation by the American 
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Legion. I have in my hand a letter from 
John Thomas Taylor, director of the 
national legislative committee, in which 
he says: · 

The American Legion, at the meeting of 
the national executive committee held May 
5-7, 1947, at 'Indianapolis, Ind., considered 
the situation relative to the dissemination 
of American information to countries over
seas. Appreciating the seriousness of the 
situation and efforts of the State Depart
ment to remedy this, they adopted the at
tached resolution which I am enclosing for· 
your information, with the request that it 
be included in your record of the hear~ngs 
as the established position of the American 
Legion on this vital subject. 

The hearings referred to in the letter 
rela~e to . the hearings before the sub
committee of the Committee on Appro
priations, which was considering this 
subject. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, w1ll 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARY. I yield. 
Mr. JARMAN. In other words, the 

national executive committee of the 
American Legion acted on this matter 
after the issue came before the Con
gress? 

Mr. GARY. And adopted this reso
lution. Yes. 
RESOLUTION 97, NATIONAL EXECUTIVE COMMIT

TEE, INDIANAPOLIS, IND., MAY 5-7, 1947 
CONTINUED WORLD-WIDE DISSEMINATION OF THE 

OPERATION AND PROGRESS OF AMERICAN 
DEMOCRACY 

Whereas it is vitally necessary that the 
peoples of the world be fully and constantly 
informed of the operation and progress of 
American democracy and of the unselfish 
aims and purposes of the United States of 
America in opposing the encroachment of 
tyrannical and totalitarian ideologies by 
some nations beyond their own boundaries: 
Now, therefore. be it 

Resolved, That we urge the continuation 
of world-wide dissemination by our Govern
ment, through international radio, motion 
pictures, and otherwise, of the fundamental 
facts of the American form of government 
and way of life and of the basic character 
and objectives of our foreign policy. 

Mr. ELLIS. Mr. Chairman, will the · 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARY. I yield. 
Mr. ELLIS. The resolution did not en

dorse this bill. 
Mr. GARY. It endorsed the program 

which this bill provides for. 
Mr. ELLIS. But it did not endorse ll. 

R. 3342. 
Mr. GARY. It endorsed the program 

which this bill provides for. 
Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. GARY. I yield. 
Mr. MASON. And no one could en

dorse this bill now because no one knows 
what -is in it. 

Mr. GARY. I have read the resolution 
and the resolution speaks for itself. 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARY. I yield-. 
Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. This 

committee, through its chairman, the 
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. 
MUNDT J, did receive a letter from the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars specifically ap
proving this particular measure. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. GARY] 
has expired. 

Mr. JACKSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that all debate on 
this section and all amendments thereto 
close in 7 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there-- objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JACKSON of California. Mr. 

Chairman, for many days the opposition 
to H. R. 3342 has succeeded in success
fully bottling up a final vote on what is to 
some of us a most important measure if 
the United States is to combat success
fully the advance of other ideologi-es con
sidered by us to be inimical to the self
interest and the safety of ·the United 
States. 

H. R. 3342, regardless of what its critics 
may say, was drawn up in honesty a:nd 
sincerity. After several days of the bit
terest debate, the members of the com
mittee, who reported the bill with a sur
prising degree of unanimity of· thought, 
-are in no manner dismayed by the attack 
and are determined to bring the matter 
to a vote. As Henley said in his immor
tal . Invictus: 

In the fell clutch of circumstance, 
I. have not winced nor cried aloud; 

Under the bludgeonings of chance, 
My head is bloody but unbowed. 

So it is with the collective head of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. We offer 
no apologies for our convictions, nor are 
we prepared to sacrifice this bill to the 
demands of those who would use their 
prejudice against certain portions of it 
as a lever to collective bargaining. The 
committee, in the interest of some degree 
of harmony, has accepted amendments 
which have not had the effect of emas
culating the measure. We are prepared 
to accept others, so long as the weapons 
of ideas which we unanimously urge are 
not dulled beyond the possibility of use. 

T;me does not permit the listing of 
those who support this measure through
out the country. Captains of industry, 
the press, the radio, educators, church
men, veterans, and laymen have joined 
together in support of the Principles 
herein set forth. 

I should like particularly the attention 
of the Republican side of the House. 

Joined to this national voice last week 
was that of the platform committee of 
the Young Republican Clubs, meeting in 
national convention in Milwaukee. I 
quote from the statement of principles 
adopted by the convention. Under the 
heading, "The United States and the 
world," the future Republican leaders of 
America stated: 

We advocate effective opposition to the 
spread of communism and other totalitarian 
ideologies. We must have a positive, vi
brant approach to the rest of the world 
which is designed to show our faith in the 
objectives and operation of our free insti
tutions. This approach should be imple-

mented by educational programs for the 
purpose of informing others of the virtues 
of our way of life, and by a program of 
economic help for other nations to the end 
that they may be self-supporting. 

That is the voice of the Young Repub
licans, now; it is not the Young Demo
crats; it is not the American Youth for 
Democracy; and it is not the Young 
Communists. 

In short, the Young Republicans of the 
United States call for positive action, 
and for a vision which extends over and 
beyond their neighbor's cornfields. 

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. I am 
sorry; I cannot. 

Mr. HUBER. I do not like the refer
ence to the National Youth outfit and 
the Young Communists. 

Mr. JACKSON of California. The 
implementation of our foreign policy 
has changed materially since our fore
fathers stood before Concord Bridge and 
fired the shot heard "round the world," 
although some of the statements made 
in opposition to the measure under con
sideration would indicate that some 
minds are still muzzle loaded, and that 
some concepts of our present day rela
tionships to the rest of the earth could 

· well have been voiced on the quarterdeck 
of the Santa Maria, or on the poop deck 
of the Mayflower. 

Mr. Chairman, this is 1947, in the era 
of the atom. Upon one thing all men 
of good conscience are agreed. The 
world, its great distances shortened from 
terms of days and months to terms 
better expressed in minutes, cannot sur
vive against the unleashed atom. The 
bundles of currency saved by defeat of 
this measure will burn as furiously as 
any others in the hot :fires of the next 
war. 

The gentlemen in opposition claim 
realism as their guide, and economy as 
their shield. Today there is no realism 
in silence and no protection behind a 
shield of dollar signs. To paraphrase a 
famous line from the marriage cere
mony, we must speak now or forever 
lose our peace. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts [Mrs. RoGERS] is 
recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. In 
view of the doubt as to the type of per
sonnel to be selected for these posts 
under this act, I think it is especially 
important that the veterans be given 
preference in the selection of such per
sonnel. Millions of veterans served 
overseas in foreign countries and know 
conditions in those countries. I under
stand an amendment to this end will be 
introduced by a Member, the very able 
and distinguished chairman of the Civil 
Service Committee [Mr. REES], who is 
very thoroughly qualified to sponsor 
such an amendment. 

By unanimous consent, the pro forma 
amendments were withdrawn. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY 

SEC. 903. The Secretary may delegate, to 
such officers of the Government as the Secre
tary determines to be appropriate, any of 
the powers conferred upon him by this act to 
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extent that he finds such delegation to be 
in the interest of the purposes expressed in 
this act and the emcient administration of 
the programs undertaken pursuant. to this 
act. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HoFFMAN: On 

page 19, strike out all of section 903. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. ·chairman, how
ever the other Members of the House may 
feel, personally I am deeply grateful to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
JACKSON], who just spoke so eloquently 
and so enlighteningly a · few · moments 
ago. He remarked that some of. us in our 
thinking apparently were loaded at the 
muzzle. Perhaps that is right. I would 
like to plead guilty to that, if he meant 

: what I think he meant, but I will say to 
the gentleman from California that I am 

. not.so heavily·loaded with foreign_ propa
ganda that I blow out at . the breech all 
the time. · . 

I regret that . the gentleman from 
South Dakota, for whom I 11ave great 
respect and admiration, raised the issue 
of isolationism or nationalism a little 
while ago; and as is so often the case 
with gentlemen who think as he appar
ently does, they make very little distinc
tion between isolationism and a lack of 
patriotism. The internationalists see~ 

·· to be thinking of ways we ean ·ham pet 
.ourselves while aiding others-of the in
terests of other ·nations rather ·· than of 
the welfare of the United States of Amer-

. ica. · We will let that stand as it is. The 
gentleman said that we should line up 
and do everything we can -for all other 
nations. ·I most respectfully call his at
tention to a recent statement of a former 
President of the United States, Mr. 
Hoover, who certainly cannot be charac
terized as an isolationist. You will re
member that President Hoover warned 
us not once in the last few months, but 
several times, that there is such a thing 
as expanding and extending out giving 
and lending program until after a while 
we will not only be unable . to give or to 
aid other people but we will not have 
a shirt left to cover our own national 
back. Muzzle loading? Yes. Some of 
us from the Midwest are. And, after aU, 
our freedom was won, and for many years 
maintained; by muzzle-loading ancestors 
who shot true and often with muzzle
loading guns; and if the present gener
ation of breech-loading gentlemen who 
shoot foreign ideology all the time will 
do as well, our welfare will be assured. 

We are wondering whether those who 
advocate day in and day out that we 
must give this, that, and the other to 
everyone all over the world, while taking 
from our own people, are finally going to 
get us into a condition where we will not 
be able to help anyone and will not be 
able to carry on for ourselves. I go to 
the statement made earlier in the day: 
When are we going to take an inventory 
and find out what we have? We have 
not a nickel in the bank, we have not a 
thing in the cupboard any more; we have 
been giving away until finally we will 
find ourselves stripped. 

Let us take a glance at this section on 
page 12 which reads: ''In carrying out 

the purposes of this a.ct, the Secretary is 
authorized, in addition to and not in lim
itation of the authority otherwise vested 
in ·him <1) in carrying out title II of this 
act, within the limitation of such appro
priations .as the Congress may provide, 
'to make· grants of money, services, · or 
materials" to everybody. 

Now, let us go over to the section I 
want to s.trike, section 903: 

The Secretary may delegate, to such of
ficers of the Government as the Secretary 
determines 'to be appropriate, any of the 
powers, conferred upon him by this act. 

First, what do .we do? Instead of con
trolling the money a~d the way it is to 
be spent, we · delegate that power to the 
Secretary of State. Then we tell the 
Secretary of State that he can delegate 
any ·or all of those powers or any or all 
of the powers which we give. him to spend 

. every dollar which the Congress may ap
propriate to .anyone that he may select . 
That is a second-degree delegation of 
authority. · I have called your atten
tion to the prihting of money in Italy 
and Russia, which has to do, I presunie, 
with the duties of Secretary of the 
Treasury. Here we are d.ealing with 
the Secretary of State and we au
thorize him ·to delegate all of the au
thority given by this bill. Do you think 
that is right? 

I ask that that section, that' second 
:· delegation of author.ity, that double de-le

gation of authority, first to the Secretary 
of State and then by him to someone 
else, be cut out of the bill and that we 
at least have the good judgment to dele
gate authority only to the SecJ,'etary of 
State pimself, not permit him to redele-
gate the authority. . 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. · 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment and I a~k 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this section and all .. amendments thereto 
close in 2 minutes. · 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from. 
South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I think . 

I should say simply i.1 connection with 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN], that if 
we were to adopt that, we would cer
tainly cripple the State Department in 
its administration of the act and make 
it impossible for the Secretary of State 
to do an efficient job, because obviously 
the Secretary of State must delegate· to 
other people not only in the State De
partment but outside of the State De
partment some of these functions. For 
example some of them will deal with the 
census bureaus of other countries. 

Obviously you could not expect the 
Secretary Qf State to v·ork with the cen
sus experts of another co''ntry. Some 
questions will deal with the problem of 
agriculture. A great many of them will 
deal with the problems of agriculture, I 
may say, since hunger is today a serious 
world problem, and surely the Secretary 
of State should be permitte<i to delegate 
to· the people in the Department of Agri
culture those portions of the program in 
which we work with specialists of other 

lands from the standpoint of agricultural 
problems and the . battle against starva
·tion; 

In addition to that, the educational 
exchange features will require the ad
vice and cooperation of people in the 
Bureau of Education, so they are going 
to work in certain aspects of this matter. 
If we limit it to the Secretary of State 
and tie · him down to his Department, 
without any delegation of authority in
side or outside of his Department, .obvi
ously you .phrase this 1egi.3lation in such 
a way that it is unworkable, and it is un
thinkable that this Congre.ss 1::· going to 
pass legislation with unworkable or crip
pling amendments. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from South Dakota has ex
pired.. All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the· gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. HOFFMAN]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: . 

R~Tmcnm ~RMATION 

SEc. 904. Nothing in this act shall author
ize the disclosure of any information or 
knowledge in any case in which such dis
closure 1s prohibited by any other law of the 
United States. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 
Pag~ 19, lip.e 23, after "United States", in

sert a comma, and "or (2) is inconsistent 
with the security of the United States." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. ~ 

The Cierk read as follows: 
REPEAL 01' ACT OF MAY 25, 1938, AS AMENDED 

SEC. 905. (a) The ·act of May 25, 1938, ·en
titled "An act authorizing the tempQI'&'y de
tail of United States employees, possessing 
special qualifications, to governments of 
American Republics and the Philippines, and 

, for other purposes,".' as amended (52 Stat. 
442; 53 Stat. 652), is hereby repealed. 

(b) Exf:sting Executive orders and regula
tkms pertaining. to the . administration of 
such act of 'May. 25, 1938, as amended, shall 
remain in effect until ·SUperseded by regula
tions prescribed under the provisions of this 
act. 

(c) Any reference in the Foreign Service 
Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 999). or in any other 
law, to provisions of such act of May 25, 1938, 
as amended, shall be construed to be appli
cable to the appropriate provisions of titles 
III and VIII of this act. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, the ex
treme internationalists seem to think 
that any man who is opposed to feeding 
every lazy lout from Tokyo to Timbuctu 
out of the pockets of the American tax
payers is an isolationist. They seem to 
think that anyone who is in favor of look
ing out for the American people fust is 
an isolationist, and subject to condem
nation. 

Now, let me tell you this, if you do not 
know it now, you will find it out-and I 
am speaking to Members on both sides
at least 75 percent of the American peo
ple are nationalists. They believe tn the 
fundamental principles laid down by 
George Washington and Thomas Jeffer
son when they said that our foreign pol-

. icy should be one of "peace, commerce, 
and honest friendship with all ·nations; 
entangling alliances with none." 
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That policy, if followed today, would 

make America the strongest and most 
powerful nation under the shining sun, 
but when you go off under the guise of 
carrying the Voice of America abroad 
and bring in legislation here that tears 
down our immigration laws, imports 
Communist professors, if you please, 
from behind the iron curtain, and vio
lates every principle of the foreign policy 
Washington and Jefferson and the great 
leaders who founded this Republic be
lieved in, you are not doing the country 
any good, and you are not carrying out 
the will of the American people: 

I shall vote to recommit this bill in its 
present form to the Committee on For
eign Affairs, and in my · opinion, if you 
pass it in its present form, it will be as 
dead as a dodo. 

I do not believe it will ever again see 
the light of day. I am sure it would not 
if the Americans could have their way. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this section and all amendments thereto 
close in 9 minutes. 

Mr: REED of New York. I object, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
t.hat all debate on this section and all 
amendments thereto close in 10 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. · 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman froin Pennsylvania 
[Mr. GROSS]: 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, like 
every other Member that is serious
minded I want to do the right thing 
about this piece of legislation, but I am 
tremendously confused. I do not know 
what is in- it and nobody else who votes 
on this bill will know what is in it. 

I noted in · this morning's paper that 
certain agents of the Department of 
Agriculture went down to the National 
4-H Club meeting yesterday and very 
earnestly and seriously -told those 4-H 
boys r.nd girls that any of them who 
possibly can should go to China to learn 
how to farm. 

There was a time when foreigners 
came here to learn to study our methods, 
our manners, our ways, our religion, and 
so on, but since the New Deal has come 
into effect we have gone haywire and 
have been sending people out all over the 
world to learn foreign methods and to 
bring foreign me'thods here. Today 
when a foreigner comes to our shores 
we welcome him with open arms and 
he usually goes home with a loan ~hat 
turns out to be a gift. It is said one of 
the recent visitors who addressed this 
House took along home $4,800 for each 
word in his speech. I speak for much 
less. So to satisfy my conscience, with 
which I have to live, I am going to vote 
against this whole business. If they 
want to bring a bill in here that will take 
our information and our way of life to 
these countries to help them, all right, 
but if we are going to invite the world 
in here with their isms and their cock
eyed ways of doing things, I am against 
it, so I am going to vote "no," and I 
believe a majority of you will, and I be
lieve all of you should. 

The House did a good job with the 
President's veto in overriding it. The 

message was inflammatory, weak, mis
leading, and very erroneous, and incon
sistent as well as contradictory through
out. What the Senate will do remains 
to be seen. I am told that the 15 Demo
cratic Senators who voted against it 
were summoned to the White House for 
lunch with the President today. That 
really is·turning on the heat. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. GAVIN]. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to call to the attention of the House 
that we are $260,000,000,000 in the hole. 
A million dollars is a thousand thousand 
dollars, and a billion dollars is a thou
sand million. We owe two hundred and 
sixty · t~ousand million dollars that the 
American taxpayer eventually must pay. 
Now the State Departn:.ent is developing · 
programs for bigger _and better spending; 
as my good friend and colleague would 
say, "Wflere are we going to iet the -
money?" 

I hold here -' an article by Walter Tro- · 
han which reads as follows: ' · 
UNI'l'ED STATES CONDUCTING PROPAGANDA FOR 

GLOBAL SPENDING 
The State Department is conducting an , 

undercover campaign to win support for · its 
dollar-spending foreign policy. · 

The diplomats are holding a series of off
the.:record semi:p.ars on foreign- ·atfatrs for 
"influential" citizens only. The meetings 
are being held in Washington and around 
the country. The persons of influence, as 
they are characterized by State Department 
protocol, are being brought to Washington 
at Government expense. 

The '' influential" · citizens attending the 
conferences are told by the State Depart
ment they have been selected because they 
are regarded as molders of opinion and lead
ers in their communities for support of the 
Department's foreign policy. 

The Truman doctrine is being explained to 
representatives of women's clubs, church 
groups, · fraternal organizations, and inde
pendent voters' leagues as well as individ~als 
of standing in various communities. These 
include ministers, doctors, and lawyers. 

The press is barred from the 'propaganda 
meetings. 

I repeat, the press is barred from the , 
propaganda meetings. 

It is said that the secrecy is calculated to 
impress those invited and win them over to 
support of the Department on the theory 
that they are being initiated into inside se
crets, when all they are getting is a rehash
ing of global-spending diplomacy. 

At a 3-day meeting early this month--

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. Not at this point. 
Mr. EBERHARTER. I plead with the 

gentleman to yield. 
Mr. GAVIN. I decline to yield to my 

very dear and able friend from Pitts
burgh. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. That is Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. GAVIN. Yes, Pennsylvania, and 
the gentleman comes from the great city 
of Pittsburgh of which we Pennsylvani
ans are proud. 

At a 3-day meeting early this month the 
State Department had 250 persons repre
senting groups of a total membership of 
75,000,000 persons. 

During the sessions, it was learned, the 
delegates were told the United States must 
give financial and political assistance around 
the world to stop Russia; that the State De
partment information program, now aground 
on congressional rocks, is necessary to save 
the world; that they must educate t he gen
eral public to support the State Department; 
that Presid~nt Truman is a great statesman; 
that General Marshall is a great diplomat, 
and that the State Department could use 
more money. 

The wide range of organizations at the 
large meeting included representatives of 
the South-ern Council of International Rela
tions, the League of Women Voters, Com
munity Discussion Council of Muncie, Ind., 
the National Conference of Christians and 
Jews, the Southern Baptist public affairs 
committee, Junior Leagues of America, 
Daughters of the American Revolution, Girl 
Scouts, and the. B'nai B'rith, w:P.ich supports 
and · malnt'alns the antl~efiation league. , 

And yet in face of this infoz:mation we 
are shipping thousands of barrels of oil 
and gasolin~rliht now from. California 
to Russia-:-so I cannot see how we can 
ever stop Russia in this manner. . 

·Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman,· 
wm the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. Not at this point. - · 
Mr. EBERHARTER Please. 
Mr. GAVIN. Please. I have a high 

regard for my very dear friend, and I ask 
that he please permit me to continue. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired . . 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman:, r have 
. a letter from the .Secretary of State at 

the Clerk's desk which I would like to 
have read at this time since I believe it 
etfectively replies to the statements 
made by· the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. RANKIN] and to some of the other 
arguments that we have heard this aft
ernoon. It tells the House clearly in his 
own language, over his own .personal 
signature, exactly and definitely what 
Secretary of State Marshall needs and 
desires in his efforts for peace. I ask 
unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, that 
the Clerk may read the letter so that no 
Member may be led into denying the 
Secretary of State the weapons for peace, 
which he need-s, through any misunder
standing about what Mr. Marshall says 
these requirements actually are. A 
Member of Congress assumes a frighten
ing burden indeed when he votes to dis
arm our emissaries of peace. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Washington, June 19, 1947. 

The Honorable KARL MuNDT, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. MUNDT: I learn from the De
partment's legislative counsel that the House 
is about to take final action on H. R. 3342, 
authorizing an international-information 
progra-m and educational exchanges. 

Since I appeared before the Foreign Af• 
fairs Committee in support of this bill on 
May 17, Members of Congress have attributed 
to me a great variety of opinions concern
ing the bill. I want to make my position 
plain. 

I consider American security to rest not 
only on our economic and political and 
military strength, but also on the strength 
of American ideas-on how well they are 
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presented abroad-and on how clearly .''!Ye 
are understood abroad. 

There is no question that some other 
nations are using ideas as weapons and dis
torting facts to fit their ideas. We do not 
propose to follow suit. But I am con
vinced that we must present ourselves clearly, 
candidly, ·and affirmatively if we are to 
achieve the kind of peace we believe in. 
I know from personal experience 'that we 
are grossly miSunderstood or misrepresented 
in many parts of the world. 

I gave your committee my view that the 
facts about the United States must be spread 
in various ways. In some countries we 
must rely largely on radio. In others, we 
use also the press or motion pictures or 
exchanges of students and books or the 
assignment of government advisers. All are 
important and must be used if we .are to be 
successful. To remove any one of these 
activities from the bill would be a fortn 
of ·demobilization. Peace cannot be served 
by any -rationing of American facts or by 
l!miting · the methods for making them 
known. 

I have informed committees of both Houses 
of Congress that authority for this type of 
program is necessary if the State Depart
ment is to ful-fill its responsibilities to the 
President and the Nation. Without legis
lative authorization it has become almost 
impossible . to recruit additional highly 
trai~el;l personnel to wor~ on this program,, 
either at home or abroad. 

I. ani asking for the tools which are neces
sary to meet present circum.c;tances in world 
affairs .• 

· Faithfully yours, 
G. c. MARSHALL. 

Tne CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 20, line 17, 

insert: 
"UTU..IZATION OF PRIVATE AGENCIES 

"SEC. 906. In carrying out the provisions of 
this act it shall be the duty of the Secretary 
to utilize, insofar as is practicable, the serv
ices and facilities of private agencies, through 
contractual arrangements or otherwise. 

"OJTICE OF INFORMATION AND EDUCATIONAL 
EXCHANGE 

"SEc. 907. Nothing in this act shall be con
strued to authorize the establishment of any 
new Government agency; except that for the · 
purpose of carrying out the provisions of this 
act the Secretary is hereby authorized to 
establish in the Department of State an 
omce to be known as the omce of Informa
tion .and Educational Exchange. 

"TERmNATlON PURSUANT TO CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION OF CONGRESS 

"SEC. 908. The authority granted under 
this act, or under any provision thereof, shall 
terminate whenever such termination is di
rected by concurrent resolution of the two 
Houses of the Congress. 

"REPORTS TO CONGRESS 

"SEc. 909. The Secretary shall submit to 
the Congress semiannual reports of expendi
tures made and activities carried on under 
authority of this act." 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JUDD: On page 

20, line 21, after the period, add a new sen
tence, as follows: 

"It is the intent of Congress that the Sec
retary shall encourage participation in carry
ing out the purposes of this act by the maxi
mum number of d11ferent private agencies in 
each field, consistent with the present or 
potential market for their services in each 
countrY:." 

Mr. JUDO. · Mr. Chairman, I offer· this 
amendment on behalf of the gentleman 
from Washington .[Mr. HORAN].' ·As a ·re
sult of th~ consideration given the matter 
of his subcommittee on appropriations 
when dealing with it, he and other mem
bers of that committee worked out this 
amendment. They discussed it with our 
committee, and we are perfectly agree
able to it. In essence it is this: It makes 
clear that it is the intent of Congress 
that the Department of State will always 
use private agencies, for example, the 
United Press and the Associated Press, 
whenever the market for their services in 
various countries is such as to· permit 
those private agencies to carry on their 
informational activities. 

The committee has no objection, and I 
ask for a vote on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. JuDD]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. HORAN] may ex
tend his remarks in the EzcoRD at this 
point. · 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota.? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 

studied the bill which my colleague KARL 
MUNDT's subcommitee has devised for a 
foreign information program. 

Surely most of the Members here pres
ent realize that many of their objections 
and questions are the kind which can be 
answered only on the basis of adminis
tration. The weeks of debate and criti
cism-both in the press and in the Con
gress-must by now have served to no
tify the President, the Secretary of State, 
and their subordinates of the kind of 
administration the people want in this 
program. 

Certainly such a program must have 
checks on its administration-chief 
among which must be approval by the 
Approp.riations Committee ot each indi
vidual activity to be undertaken, and the 
fact that under terms of the bill th~ 
Congress itself can terminate the pro- · 
gram upon 30 days' notice, should it so 
determine. These provisions are and 
should be much more stringent than 
those ·placed upon almost any other 
phase of governmental activity. 

I sit on the subcommittee which han
dles-appropriations for the State Depart
ment. We have to study these matters 
and make our recommendations to Con
gress. Because of this our attention has 
been directed to the fact that enormous 
numbers of Americans have foreign rela
tions of their own through individuals, 
corporations, institutions, and other 
firms. 

I should like at this time to direct the 
attention of the Members to this pro
gram as an attempt to utilize this latent 
talent and to organize it in an orderly 
way. · 

As the Members of this House may 
recall, I spoke at some length during the 
discussion of the House bill for State 
Department appropriations concerning 
the necessity of recognizing the strong 
part that· private enterprise-the key-

stone of our · American social-economic 
system-had to play in our international 
affairs. I would like to see the role of 
competitive private enterprise strength
ened in this bill. For that reason, I have 
asked for these few minutes to discuss an 
amendment which I shall propose and 
which I already have submitted to the 
committee and which they have agreed 
to accept. 

The present bill does make a provi
simi for the use of privately owned facil
ities through contractual or other ar
rangements in carrying out the State 
Department program. I feel, however, 
that without amendment ·the bill does 
not provide for the fostering of competi
tive private agents. In fact, the present 
terms, if improperly administered, col!ld 
tend to perpetuate a system ·whereby the 
present OIC has let contracts with 
such firms as the Radio Corp. of Amer
ica and National Broadcasting Co. to 
produce programs at a profit without 
worrying about selling them to a custo
mer. I can see why the heads of these 
great corporations, which only a few 
years back were forced to sell the Blue 
network under charges of monopoly, 
would see nothing wrong with that set
up. 

Howev.er, I consider it most necessary 
to strengthen the position of pioneer in
dependent broadcasters like World
Wide-WRUL-in competition with any 
Government "chosen instrument." 

The possibility here sounds to me a1to.:. 
gether too much like the bills recently 
discussed in Senate committees to set 
up a ''chosen instrument" world air line. 
There, again, the president of the air line 
company which has most to gain thr.ough 
establishment of a Government-spOn
sored monopoly · thought the .idea was 
:fine. I am given to understand there are 
a dozen or more other air-line operators 
who believe in and welcome competition 
and who do not agree with that ,point of 
view. · 

Competition is the backbone of the 
free-enterprise system. . Any program of 
Government support · in foreign com
merce, wfiether it be in the information 
services, transportation, or any- other 
phase, must and should be based upon 
the encouragement of more than one 
entry in each field. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure . that the 
Members of this House, and much less 
the members of the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee, will not want to :find themselves 
in the position of approving Government
sponsored monopolies in the :field of for
eign commerce-while at the same time 
conducting a "trust-busting" campaign 
at home. The aim of the amendment 
I am proposing is that, through Govern
ment encouragement, competitive Amer
ican enterprise will, as quickly as possi
ble, be put in a position to "carry the 
ball." · 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to revi~e and extend my remarks 
and to include four items-an editorial 

_ from the Christian Science Monitor·· for 
May 20 regarding the :field for nongov
ernmental foreign broadcasting; an arti
cle from the saine paper for May 21, out
lining a definite program which is today 
successfully operating a privately owned 
international radio activity; a portion of 
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an announcement by the McGraw-Hill 
Co., published in the Washington Post 
for May 21, telling of that firm's recent 
expansion of its activities in foreign pub
lishing; and an Associated Press dis
patch from London, quoting a statement 
of W. Randolph Burgess, vice president 
of the National City Bank of New York, 
regarding the role of private investments 
in our foreign rehabilitation work. · 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. · Mr. Chair
man, . I offer an .amendment which is at 
the Clerk's desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment otfered by Mr. MILLER oi Ne

braska: On page 21, line 7, after the word 
"~erminate", insert the following: "two years 
after it becomes law, or." 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair
man, I am wondering if the .committee 
will not accept this amendment. This 
amendment simply puts after the word 
"terminate"' on line 7, "two years"· when 
terminated by concurrent resolution. I 
submit to the membership of the House 
that all legislative procedures must come 
back to this House after 2 years for re
examination. What is wrong with that? 
l ask the chairman if he will not accept 
this amendment. ' ' " 

Mr. MUNDT. If I understand the 
gentleman's amendment, the committee 
cannot accept · it'. I believe he places a 
2-year limitati-on on the bill. We placed 
"a concurrent resolution" in · there so 
that the two Houses of Congress would 
be able to keep complete control of the 
legislation. Certainly we do ·not want 
to engage in a battle of ideas around the 
world and then announce to the world 
that we are doing it only on a 2-year 
basis. If as we proceed with this pro
gram we find portions of it not working 
effectively we can repeal them or the 
legislation as a whole by a concurrent 
resolution which can be presented at 
any time. 
· Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. · I do not 
think you can cite any legislation that 
has ever been ended by a concurrent res
olu-~ion of this Congress. It just is not 
done. Every agency, whether the RFC, 
the CCC, or the OPA, or any other agen
cy has had to come back to the Congress 
and justify its existence every 2 years, 
and sometimes every year. I would like 
to see some legislation that is not going 
to be permanent, because in my own 
mind the State Department has one 
thought in mind and that is to build up 
a tremendous large agency that will go 
on and on and on and will never be ter
minated by concurrent resolution of this 
House. 

So I submit to the membership that 
you should give this your honest and 
sincere consideration. I am sincere in 
offering this. I think it is only right 
and proper that an agency that has had 
so much controversy from both sides 
should come back and ask the Congress 
to justify its existence in 2 years. I saw 
an amendment offered a short time ago 
by a gentleman on the other side [Mr. 
RicHARDS], and it was a very close vote. 
Still there was complete disagreement 
as to the type of amendment. We have 
placed many amendments on this bill. I 
submit it is only right and proper that 
this agency should come back to Con
gress and justify its existence in 2 years, 

and not l~ave it to a concurrent resolu
tion of both Houses. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Nebraska. 

The question was taken; and on divi
sion <demanded by Mr. MILLER of Ne
braska) there were-ayes 80, noes 112. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, a par

liamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. MUNDT. I wish to inquire about 

the status of the legislation. 
As I underst'and, the Clerk has read 

clear through to the conclusion of section 
909 at the end of the bill, all of which 
following section 905 is part .of the .com
mittee amendment, and that any portion 
of this committee amendment is now 
open to amendment. Is that correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. MUNDT. In view of that, Mr. 

Chairman, and the lateness of the hour 
I think it would serve the convenienc~ 
of a great many Members if we ould 
defer the . final vote ' on . this legislation . 
until Monday or TUesday. This ·would . 
still give opportunity for consideration of 
this amendment · before the final vote 
riext week. Reports have reached the 
commftte·e that ari objection would be 
raised to voting late to'day without hav- · 
ing an engrossed copy of the bill before 
us and without :Members .:tiaving ·an op
portunity to see the legislation in its 
present form. So no purpose is to be 
served by holding Members here longer 
this evening. 

If this suggestion prevails, i am going· 
to ask unanimous consent therefore, Mr. 
Chairman, in the interest of clarity and 
good legislation .a~d in response to re
quest that the entire bill as now amended 
b~ printed in the· RECORD at this point so 
Me}llbers will have an opportunity to 
study it carefully between now and Mon.; 
day and to inform themselves fully as to 
the exact contents of the legislation now 
that a number of important restrictive 
and regulatory new amendments have 
been agreed upon. By this ·method every 
Member will have .full opportunity to 
study the many careful safeguards and 
controls included in this legislation which 
has now been divested of the features 
and phases to which Members have raised 
substantial objections. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
The bill as amended reads as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc.-

TITLE I--8HORT TITLE, OBJECTIVES, AND 
DEFINITIONS 

SEcTION 1. This act may be cited as the 
"United States Information and Educational 
Exchange Act of 1947 ." 

OBJECTIVES 
SEc. 2. The Congress hereby declares that 

the objectives of this act are to enable the 
Government of the United States to promote 
mutual understanding between the people of 
the United States and of other countries, 
which is one of the essential foundations of 
peace, and to correct misunderstandings 
about the United States 1n other countries. 
The means to be used in achieving these ob
Jectives are--

(1) the interchange of persons, knowledge, 
and skills: -

(2) the rendering of technical and other 
services to other countries on the basis of 
mutual cooperation: and 

(3) the dissemination abroad of publlc in
formation about the United States, its peopie 
and the principles and objectives of its Gov
ernment; 

(4) the dissemination abroad of public 
information f;bout the United Nations, its 
organization and functions, and the partici
pation of the United States as a member 
thereof. 

DEFINITIONS _ 
SEc. 3. When used in this act, the term-
( 1) "Secretary" means the Secretary of 

State. 
(2) ."Department" means the Department 

of State. 
(3) "Government agency" means any ex

ecutive department, board, bureau, commis
sion, or other agency in the executive branch 
of the Federal Government, or independent 
establishment, or any corporation wholly 
owned (either directly or through one or 
more corporations) by the United States. 
TITLE II-INTERCHANGE OF PERSONS, KNOWL• 

EDGE AND SKILLS 
PERSONS 

SEC~ 201. The Secretary is . authorized to 
provide for interchanges, on a reciprocal 
basis, between the United States and other 
countries of &tudents, trainees, tachers, guest 
instructors, professors. and l~aders in fields 
of specialized knowledge or sk1ll. The Sec- · 
retary may provide for orientation · courses · 
and otper appropriate services for such per
sons fro~ other countries upon their arrival 
in the United States, and for such persons 
going to other countries from· the United 
States. When any country fails or refuses 
to cooperate in such program on a basis of. 
reciprocity, the Secretary shall terminate or 
limit such program, with respect to such 
country, to the extent he deems to be ad
visable in the Interests of the United States. 
~f ~he ~e.cretary finds that any person from 
another country, while in the United States 
pursuant to this section, is engaged in ac
ti7ities of a political nature, or in activities 
not consistent with the security of the 
p-nited States, the Secretary shall .promptly 
report such finding to the Attorney General, 
and such person shall, upon the warrant of 
the Attorney General, be taken into · custody 
and promptly deported. 

BOOKS AND MATERIALS 
SEc. 202. The Secretary is authorized to 

provide for interchanges between the United 
States and other countries of books and peri
odicals, including government publications, 
for the translation of such wr!tings, and for 
the preparation, distribution, and inter
change of other educational materials. 

INSTITUTIONS 
SEc. 203. The Secretai-y is authorized to 

provide for assistance to schools, libraries, 
and community centers abroad, founded or 
sponsored by citizens of the United States, or 
serving as demonstration· centers for meth
ods and practices employed in the United 
States. In assisting any such schools, how
ever, the Secretary shall exercise no control 
over their educational policies and shall in 
no case furnish assistance of any character 
which is not in keeping with the free demo
cratic principles and the established foreign 
policy of the United States. 

TITLE III-ASSIGNMENT OF SPECIALISTS 
PERSONS TO BE ASSIGNED 

SEc. 301. The Secretary is authorized, when 
the government of another country is desir
ous of obtaining the services of a person hav
ing special scientific or other technical or 
professional qualifications, from time to time 
to assign or authorize the assignment for 
service, to or 1n cooperation with such gov-



7518 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD--HOUSE JUNE 20 
ernment, any person-in the employ or service services wm contribute to the purposes of 
of the Government of the United States who this act. However, nothing in this act shall 
has such qualification~. with "the approval authorize the performance of services relat-
or the Government agency Jn which such ing to the organiJ;Iation, training, operation, 
person is employed or serving. Nothing in development, or combat equ1pment of the 
this act, however, shall authorize the assign- armed forces of a foreigl" government. 
ment of such personnel for service relating POLICY GOVERNING SERVICES 
to the organization, training, operation, de-
velopment, pr combat equipment of the SEc. 403·. In authorizing the performance 
armed forces of a foreign government. - of technical and other services under this 

title, it is the sense of the Congress (1) that 
STATUS AND ALLOWANCEs tlie Secretary shall encourage through the 

SEc. 302. Any person, while assigned for Government agency with appropriate legisla
service to or in cooperation with another tive authority the performance of such serv
government under the authority of this ices to foreign gove-rnments by qualified pri
act, shall be considered, for the purpose of vate American individuals and agencies; (2) 
preserving his rights, allowances, and prlvi- th~t if such services are rendered' by a Gov
leges as such, an officer or employee of the e:r;nment agency, they shall demonstrate the 
Government- of -the United States and of technical accomplishments of the United 
the Government agency from which assigned States, such services being of an advisory, in
and he shall continue to receive compensa- vestigative, or instructional nature, or a 
tion from that agency. He may also receive, demonstration of a technical process; (3) 
under .such regulatio.ns as the President may that such services shall not include the con
prescribe, -:t"epresentation allowances similar struction of public works or the sup~rvision 
to those .allowed under $6Ction 901 (3) of of the _construction of public works, and that, 
the Foreign Service Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 999). under authority of this act, a Government 
The authoriZation of such allowances and ·agency shall render engineering services re
othei' benefits and the payment thereof out lated to public works only when the Secre
of any appropriations - available therefor tary shall determine that the national in
shall be considered as meeting all the re- terest demands the rendering of such services 
quirements of section 1765 of the Revised by a Gove·rnment agency, but this policy shall 
Statutes. not be interpreted to preclude the assign

ACCEPTANCE-OF OFFICE UNDER ANOTHER 
GOVEBNMENT 

SEC. 303; Any person while assigned for 
service to or in cooperation with another 
government under authority of this act may, 

-at the discretion -of his Government agency, 
·With the concurrence o! the ::;>ecretary, and 
Without additional compensation therefor, 
accept a11 office under the gov~rnment ro 
whi_c::h he is assigned, if the acceptance of 
such an office ill the opinion of such agency 
is n~ess!'LrY to permit the etnective per
formance of duties !OI: which he is assigned, 
including the making or approving on behalf 
of such foreign government the disburse
ment of funds provided by such government 
or of receiving from such foreign government 
funds for deposit and disbursement on behalf 
Of such government, in carrying out pro
grams undertaken pursuant to this act: Pro
vided, however, That such acceptance of office 
shall in ·no case involve the taking of an 
oath of allegiance to another government. 

TITLE IV-PARTICIPATION BY GOVERNMENT 
A~NCIES 

GENERAL AUTHORITY 
SEC. 401. The Secretary is authorized, in 

carrying on any activity under the authority 
of this act, ro utUize, wit!1 their approval, · 
the services, facilities, and personnel of the 
other Government agencies. Whenever the 
Secretary shall use the services, facilities, or 
personnel of any Go~ernment agency for ac
tivities under authority of this act, the· Secre
tary shall pay for such performance out of 
funds available to the Secre":ary under this 
act, either in advance, by reimbursement, or 
direct .transfer. In utilizing the Government 
agencies, it 1s the sense of the Congress (1) 
that the best available and qualified Gov
ernment services, facilities, and personnel 
shall be sought, in order to ensure profes
sional competence and avoid duplication; 
and (2) that the Secretary shc.ll consult the 
appropriate technical agencies of the Govern
ment concerning any activity authorized by 
titles· n, ni, and IV of this act which comes 
within the competence of such agencies. 

TECHNICAL AND OTHER SERVICES 
SEc. 402. A Governmenii agency, at the 

):'equest of the Secretary, may pe: form such 
technical or other sen~ces as such agency 
may be competent to re-nder for the govern
ment of another country desirous of obtain
ing such services, upon terms and conditions 
which are satisfactory to the Secretary and 
to the head of the Government agency, when 
t.t is determined by t.he Secretary· that such 

ment of individual specialists as advisers to 
other governments as provided under title m 
of this ac.t, t-ogether with such incidental as
sistance as may be necessary for the accom
plishment of .their individual assignments: 
(4) that such services shall not· be under
t?-ken for a foreign government if, in the 
opinion of the head of the Government 
agency, such services will impair the fulfill
ment of domestic responsibilities of that 
age·ncy; and (5) that the Department shall 
invite outstanding leaders in the United 
States, _ b9th wi_thin and outside the Federal 
Government, in the various fieldS of activity 
covered by this title, to review and extend 
advice on the Secretary's policies in render
ing ·technical and other service~ to another 
government pursuant to this title. 

TRAINING 
SEc. 404. Any Government agency, at the 

request of the Secretary, Is authorized to 
provide to citizens of other countries, and ro 
citizens of the United States going to other 
countries in connection with the carrying 
out of this act, technical and other training 
within the fields- in which such agency has 
competence, or to provide for such training 
through State and local governmental agen
cies or private institutions and organiza-
tions. -
INTERCHANGE OF SPECIALIZED -KNOWLEDGE AND 

SKILLS 
SEc. 405. A Government agency, at there

quest of the. Secretary, is authorized to pro
mote the interchange with other countries 
of scientific and specialized knowledge and 
~klll~. within the fields in which such agency 
has competence, through publications and 
other scientific and edU.fational materials. 

INTERDEPARTMENTAL COORDINATION 
SEc. 406. In order that the activities of 

Government agencies authorized by titles II, 
III, and IV of this act may be effectively 
coordinated and interdepartmental relation
ships as authorized by this act may be clearly 
defined, the Secretary may establish upon 
direction of the President an interdepart
mental committee to advise the Secretary 
on tl1e development and administration of 
these activities. · 
TITLE V-DISSEMINATING INFORMATION ABOUT 

THE UNITED STATES ABROAD 
GENERAL AUTHORIZATION : 

SEc. 501. The Secretary is authorized, when 
he finds it appropriate, ro provide for the 
·preparation, and dissemination abroad, of 
information about the United States, its peo
ple, and its pollcies, through press, publica-

tions, ~adio, motion pictures, and other infor
mation Jnedia, and through information c~n
ters and instructors abroad. All such press 
releases and radio scripts shall in the English 
language be made available to press associa
tions, newspapermen, radio systeins, and sta
tions in the United States and to Members 
of the Congress o! the United States upon 
request, within 15 days after release as in
formation abroad. 
POLICIES GOVERNING INFORMATION ACTIVITIES 

SEc. 502. In authorizing international in
formation activities under this act, it is -
the sense of the Congress (1) that the Sec
retary shall encourage and facilitate by ap
propriate means the dissemination abroad of 
information about the United States by pri
vate American 'individuals and agencies, shall 
supplement ·such private information dis
semination where necessary, and shall ·re
duce such Government information activities 
whenever corresponding private information 
dissemination is found to be adequate; (2) 
that nothing in this act shall be construed 
to give the Department a monopoly in the 
production or sponsorship on the air of 
short-wave broadcasting programs, . or a 
monopoly in .any other medium of informa
tion; (3) that the Department shall invite 
outstanding private leaders of the United 
States in cultural and informational fields to 
review and extend advice on ·the Govern
ment's international information activities; 
and (4) that all printed matter, films, broad
casts, and other materials in the fields of 
mass media shall, when disseminated by the 
Government, be identified as ro Government 
~r private_ source. 
TITLE VI-ADVISORY COMMl_SSION TO FORMU

LATE PoLiciES 
FORMULATION OF POLICIES 

SEc: 601.. There is hereby created a United 
States Informatjon and Educational Ex
change Advisory Commission (hereinafter in 
this title referred to as the "Commission") 
to be constituted as provided in section 602. 
The Commission shall formulate and present 
to th~ Secreta~y of State the policies to be 
followed and adhered to in connection with 
the interchange of persons, knowledge, -and 
skills, the assignment of specialists, the 
preparation and dissE:mination of informa
tion about the United States, its people and 
its policies, and the carrying out; of tne· other 
provisions of this act. · 
MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMISSION--{;ENERAL 

PROVISIONS 
_ SEc. 602. (a) The Commission shall con

sist of 11 members, not more than 6 of 
whom snan be from any one political party, 
as follows: (1) Ten members to be appoint
ed by the President, by and with the advice 
and c·onsent of the Senate; and (2) the Sec
retary of Stat-e or such officer in the State 
Department n.s may be designated by such 
Secretary. . 

(b) The members of the Commission shall 
represent the public interest,. but ~f the 
persons appointed under clause (1) of sub
section (a) of this section, one shall be 
selected from among educators, one from 
among individuals formerly in active service 
in the armed forces of the United States, one 
from representatives of labor, one farmer, -one 
from the newspaper business, one from the 
motion-picture industry, one from the radib 
industry, and three from persons having gen
eral business experience. All persons so ap
pointed shall be persons. of. national reputa
tions in their respective fields. No person 
holding any compensated Federal or State 
office shall be eligible for appointment under 
~lause· (1) of subsection (a) of this section. 

(c) The term of each member appointed 
under clause (1) of subsection (a) of this 
section shall be 3 years except that the terms 
.of ofil,ce of such members first . taking office 
on the Commission shall expire, as designat
ed by the rresident at the time of appoint
ment, three- at the end of 1 year, three at 
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tlie end of 2 years, and three at the end of 8 
years from the date of the enactment of 
this act. Any member appointed to fill a 
vacancy occurring prior to t}?e expiration of 
the term Ior which his predecessor is ap
pointed shall be appointed for the remainder 
of such term. Upon the expiration of his 
term of office any member may continue to 
serve until his successor is appointed and has 
qualified. 

(d) The President shall designate a chair
man and a vice chairman from among mem
bers of the Commission. 

(e) The members of the Commission shall 
receive no compensation for their services as 
such members but shall be entitled to reim
bursement for travel and subsistence in con
nection with attendance of meetings of 
the Commission away from their places of 
residence. · 
. (f) The Commission is authorized to adopt 
such rules and regulations as it may deem 
necessary to carry out the authority con
ferred upon it by this title. 

(g) The Commission is authorized, with
out regard to the civil-service laws and the 
Classification Act of 1923, as amended, to 
appoint and fix the compensation of such 
clerical assistants as may be necessary in car
·rying out the provisions of this title. 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND REPORTS · 

r SEC. 603. The Commission ' shall meet not 
less frequently than once each month ~nd 
shall, from time to time, prepare and trans
mit to the secretary and to the Con~re8!3 i~ 
-reoommendati_oils for carrying out the vari
ous activities authorized by this 'act, and 
'sliall submit to the. Congress a quarterly-re
:port of all ·programs ·and ·a-ctivities recom;;. 
'mended by it- tin.der this act. a~d - t~e ac~ion 
'taken to carry out such recommendations. 

TITLE VII-APPROPRIATIONS . 

GENERAL AUTHORIZATION 

SI!JO. 701. Appropriationa to carry out the 
purposes of this act _are_ hereby authorized. 

TRANSFERS OJ' J'UNDS 

SEc. 702. The Secretary may authorize the 
transfer to other Government agencies for 

·expenditure in the United States and in otbe_r 
col,mtries, in order to carry out the purposes 
of this act, any part of any appropriations 
available-to the Department for carrying out 
the purposes of this act, for direct expendi
ture or as a working fund, and any such 

. expenditures may be made under the specific 
authority contained in this act or under the 
authority governing the activities of the 
Government agency to which a part of any 

· such appropriation is transferred, provided 
the activities come within the scope of this 
act. 

TITLE VIII-ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 

THE SECRETARY 

SEC. 801. In carrying out the purposes of 
this act, the Secretary is authorized, in addi
tion to and not in limitation of the authority 
otherwise vested in him-

(1) In carrying out title II of this act, 
within the limitation of such appropriations 
as the Congress may provide, to make grants 
of money, services, or materials to State and 
local governmental institutions in the United 
States, to governmental institutions in other 

· countries, and to individuals and public or 
· private nonprofit organizations both in the 

United States and in other countries; 
(2) to furnish, sell, or rent, by contract 

or otherwise, educational and information 
materials and equipment for dissemination 
to, or use by, peoples of foreign countries; 

(3) whenever necessary in carrying out 
title V of this act, to purchase, rent, con
struct, improve, maintain, and operate 
facilities for radit> transmission and recep
tion, including the leasing of real property 
both within and without the continental 
limits of the United States for periods not 
to exceed 10 years, or for longer periods if 
provided for by the appropriation act; 

(4) to provide for printing and binding 
outside the continental limits of the United 
States, without regard to section 11 of the 
act of MarcJ.,11, 1919 (44 U. 8. C. 111): 

( 5) to employ without regard to the civll
servlce and classification laws, when such 
employment is provided for by ' the appro
priation act, (i) persons on a temporary 
basis, and· (11) aliens within the United 
States, but such employment of aliens shall 
be limited to services related to the trans
lation or narration of . colloquial speech in 
foreign languages when suitably qualified 
United States citizens are not available; and 

(6) to create such advisory committees 
as the Secretary may decide to be of as
sistance in formulating his policies for carry
ing out the purposes of this act. No com
mittee member shall be allowed any salary 
or other compensation for services; but he 
may be paid his actual transportation ex
penses, and not to exceed $10 per diem in 
lieu of subsistence and other expenses, ·while 
away from his home in attendance upon 
meetings within the United States or in con
sultation with the Department under in
structions. 

GOVERNMENT AGENCmS 

SEc. 802. In carrying on activities which 
further the purposes of this act, subject to 
approval of such activities by -the Secretary, 
the Department and .. the other Government 
agen,cies are authorized-

( 1) to place . orders ·and make . purchases 
anEl . ren~a~s of materials and· equipment; 

(2) to make contracts; including contracts 
~ith governmental agencies, foreign or · do~ 
mestic, including subdivisions thereof, and 

- intergovernmentat organizations of· which 
_th~ United StR;~es, i~ a meJ:!lber, and, with re_
_spect to contracts -entered into in foreign 
countries, without regard to section 3741 of 
the Revised Statutes (41 U. S. C. 22); 

(3) under such regulations as the Secre
tary may prescribe, to pay the transportation 
exp~nses, and not to exceed $10 per diem in 
lieu of subsistence and other expenses, . of 
citizens or subjects of other countries, with
out regard to the standardized Government 
travel regulations and the· Subsistence Act of 
1926, as amended; 
· (4) to llJ.ake.grants for, and to pay expenses 

incident to, training and study; and 
MAXIMUM USE OF EXISTING GOVERNMENT 

PROPERTY AND . FACILITIES 

SEC. 803 . . In carrying on activities under 
this act which require the utilization of Gov
ernment property and facilities, maximum 
use shall be made of existing Government 
property and facilities. 

TrrLE IX-FUNDS PROVIDED BY OTHER 
SOURCES 

REIMBURSEMENT 

SEc. 901. The Secretary shall, when he finds 
It in the public interest, request and accept 
reimbursement from any cooperating gov
ernmental or privata f!ource in a foreign 
country, or from State or local governmental 
institutions or private sources in the United 
States, for all or part of the expenses of any 
portion of the program undertaken hereun
der. The amount so received shall be covered 
into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

TITLE X-MISCELLANEOUS 

LOYALTY CHECK ON PERSONNEL 

SEc. 1001. No citizen or resident of the 
United ·States, whether or not now in the em
ploy of the Government, may be employed or 
assigned to duties under this act unless the 
Director of the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion, after such investigation as he deems 
necessary, certifies that in his opinion suc:Q 
individual is loyal to the United States an<l 
that such employment or assignment to du
ties is consistent with the security of the 
United States: Provided, however, That any 
present employee of the Government, unless 
an unfavorable report as to such employee is 
rendered sooner by the Federal Bureau of In-

vestigation, may, without Ft:ch certification, 
be employed or assigned to duties under this 

• act for the period of 6 months from the date 
of its enactment. This section shall not ap
ply in the case of any officer appointed by the 
President by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate. 

SEPARABR.rrY OF PROVISIONS 

SEc. 1002. If any provision of this act or the 
application of any such prpvision to any 
person or circumstance shall be held invalid, 
the validity of the remainder of the act and 
the applicabil1ty of such provision to other 
persons or .circumstances shall not be affected . 
thereby. 

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY 

SEc. 1003. The Secretary may delegate, to 
such officers of the Government as the Sec
retary determines to be appropriate, any of 
the powers conferred upon him by this act 
to the extent that he finds such delegation 
to be in the interest of the purposes express
ed in this act and the efficient administration 
of the programs undertaken pursuant to this 
act. 

RESTRICTED INFORMATION 

SEC. 1004. Nothing in this act shall author
ize the disclosure of any information or 
knowledge in any case in which such diSclo
sure (1) is pro~ibited by any other· law of 
the United States; or (2) is inconsistent with 
the security of the United States: 
ltEPEAL OF ACT OF .MAY 25, 1938,' AS AMENDED 

.. SEc. 1005. (a) ~e a~t ·of May 25, 1938, 
entitled· "An act authorizing the temporary 
detail of. United States employees, possessing 
special. qualifications, to governments ot 
.American ~ep'Wtblics an~ the Philippines,-a~d 
_for other l?:Urposes," as amel}ded ·- (52 Sta~. 
442; 53 Stat. 652), is hereby repealed. . 
. (b) Existing .exec-gtive orders and regula
tions pertaining to the administration of 
such act of May 25, 1938, as amended, shall 
remain in effect untll superseded by regu
.latlons prescrib~ under the provisions of . 
this act. 

(c) Any reference in the Foreign Service 
Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 999), or in any other 
·law·, to provisions of such act of May 25, 
1938, as amended, shall be construed to be 
applicable to the appropriate provisions of 
titles III and VIII of this ~ct. · · 

UTIUZATION OF PRIVATE AGENCIES 

SEC. 1006. In carrying out the provisions 
of this act it shall be the duty of the Sec
retary .to utilize. insofar as is practicable, 
the services and facilities of private agencies, 
th!ough contractual arrangements or other.-
wise. · 

It is the intent of Congress that the Sec
retary shall encourage participation in car
rying out the purposes of this act by the 
maximum number of different private 
agencies in each field consistent with the 
present or potential market f0r their services 
in each country. 

OJi'FICE OF INFORMATION AND EDUCATIONAL 
EXCHANGE 

SEc. 1007. Nothing in this act shall be con
strued to authorize the establishment of any 
new Government agency; except that for 
the purpose of carrying out the provisions of 
this act the Secretary is hereby authorized 
to establish in the Department of State an 
office to be known as the Office of Informa
tion and Educational Exchange. 

TERMINATION PURSUANT TO CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION OF CONGRESS 

SEc.1008. The authority granted under this 
Act, or under any provision thereof, shall 
terminate whenever such termination is di
rected by concurrent resolution of the two 
Houses of the Congress. 

REPORTS TO CONGRESS 

SEc. 1009. The Secretary shall submit to the 
Congress semiannual reports of expenditures 
made and activities carried on under au
tl 1rity of this act. 
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Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I move SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED. 
that the Committee do now rise. Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
. The motion was agreed to. unanimous consent to address the House 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and for 10 minutes today after disposition of 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, matters on the Speaker's desk and at the 
Mr. JENKINS, Chairman of the Commit- conclusion of any special orders hereto-
tee of the Whole House on the State of fore entered. · · 
the Union, reported that that Commit- The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
tee, having had under consideration the the request of the gentleman from Cali
bill <H. R. 3342) to enable the Govern- fornia? 
ment of the United States more effec- There was no objection. 
tively to carry on its foreign relations EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
by means of promotion of the inter-
change of persons, knowledge; and skills Mr. WOLVERTON asked and was giv
between the people of the United States en permission to extend his remarks in 
and other countries, and by means of the RECORD on the President's veto of the 
public dissemination abroad of informa- labor bill. 
tion about the United States, its peopie, Mr. JOHNSON of Texas asked and was 
and its policies, had come to no resolu- given permission to extend his remarks 
tion thereon. in the RECORD and include a letter from 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS the State Department. 

Mr. HARLESS of Arizona asked and ADJOURNMENT OVER 
was given permission to extend his re- Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
marks in the Appendix of the RECORD. unanimous consent that when the House 

Mr. MORRISON asked and was given adjourns today it adjourn to meet on 
permission to extend his remarks in the Monday next. 
Appendix of the RECORD in two instances The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
and to include in each extraneous mat- the request of the gentleman from 
ter, one extension being on the St. Law- Dlinois? 
renee waterway. There was no objection. 

Mr. CARROLL <at the request of Mr. The SPEAKER. Under previous spe-
MANSFIELD of Montana> was given per- cial order · of the House, the gentleman 
mission to extend his remarks in the from California [Mr. HoLIFIELD] is recog
Appendix of the RECORD and include an nized for 10 minutes. 
editorial from yesterday's Washington TO CLARIFY THE SITUATION WITH 
Evening Star entitled "A Proper Veto." REGARD TO REORGANIZATION PLAN 

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma asked NO.3 
and was given permission to extend his Mr. HOLIFIELD. · Mr. Speaker, this 
own remarks in the Appendix of the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. delivery is somethin:- in the nature of 

Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma. Mr. a post mortem. It is an attempt to shed 
soine light on an issue which was sum

Speaker, I recently obtained permission marily dismissed on this floor 2 days ago, 
to extend my remarks and include cer- an attempt to clarify the facts that bear 
tain extraneous matter. This has been upon this issue in order that the temper-
returned to me by the Government t M b f th th b d 
Printer because it exceeded the limit. I a e em ers 0 e 0 er 0 Y may see the issue·in its true light. 

- am advised that the amount will be I am referring to the President's Re-
$266.25. Notwithstanding that it ex- organization Plan No. 3 and to House 
ceeds the limit I ask unanimous consent Concurrent Resolution No. 51, expressing 
that the extension may be made. 

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding the . disfavor with that plan, which was 
passed on the floor of this House 2 days 

cost, without objection the extension ago without a great deal of notice and 
may be made. · without the consideration which it so 

There was no objection. richly deserved. 
SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED Let US look briefly at the situation 

Mr. McDOWELL. Mr. Speaker, I ·ask with which Reorganization Plan No. 3 
unanimous consent that on Wednesday attempted to deal. 
next, after disposition of matters on the Executive Order No. 9070, issued by the 
Speaker's desk and at the conclusion of President on February 24, 1942, under the 
any special orders heretofore entered, I authority of the First War Powers Act, 
may be permitted to address the House consolidated the Government's housing 
for 30 minutes. functions in a single administrative unit, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the National Housing Agency. This ac
the request of the gentleman from Penn- tion was made necessary by the war · 
sylvania? emergency, a state of affairs in which 

There was no objection. we could no longer afford the luxury of 
dispersion and la.ck of cohesiveness in the 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY Nation's housing program. 
Mr. WOLCO'IT. Mr. Speaker, I ask The National Housing Agency proved 

unanimous consent that the Committee · its value in lending directivity and co
on Banking and Currency may have until · o.rdinated effectiveness to the field of 
midnight tomorrow night to file a report housing. No one would deny that errors 
on the RFC Extension Act. were made, but they were errors born of 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to · war confusion and of the novelty of 
the request of the gentleman from Michl- large-scale administr,ation in this field. 
gan? In no way do these errors constitute a 

There was no objection. valid criticism of a policy of coordination 

among the Government's housing activi
ties. 

At the present time, although the war 
is over, we are faced with a housing 
shortage of unprecedented magnitude. 
In order to deal with this shortage, the 
President has sought to maintaip. the 
consolidation of Federal housing activi
ties in a single unit, a unit similar in most 
ways to the wartime National Housing 
Agency. In seeking to achieve this con
solidation on a peacetime basis the Presi· 
dent is only discharging the responsi
bility placed upon him by the Reorgani
zation Act of 1945. Let me quote to you 
the six statements of congressional in
tent given in section 2 <a> of that act: 

The President shall examine and from time 
to time reexamine the organization of all 
agencies of the Government and shall de
termine what changes therein are necessary 
to accomplish the following purposes: 

(1) to facilitate orderly. transition from 
war to peace; 

(2) to reduce expenditures and promote 
economy to the fullest extent consistent with 
the efficient operation of the Government; 

(3) to increase the efftciency of the opera
tions of the Government to the fullest ex
tent practicable within the revenues; 

(4) to group, coordinate, and consolldat~ 
.agencies and functions of the Government, 
as nearly as may be, according to major 
purposes; 

(5) to reduce the number of agencies by 
consolidating those having simUar functions 
under a single head, and to abolish such 
agencies or functions thereof as may not be 
necessary for the efftcient conduct of the 
Ck>vernment; and 

(6) to eliminate overlapping and duplica
tion of effort. 

When we look at the details of Reor
ganization Plan No. 3, we see that the 
plan can be supported in terms of all of 
these objectives. 

In evaluating the effect of the plan, 
we must consider what would happen in 
its absence. If this plan is rejected in 
both Houses, the housing functions, now 
grouped in the National Housing Agency, 
would upon expiration of the First War 
Powers Act, revert to a total of five exec
. utive departments and agencies. Try to 
imagine the chaos, confusion, ineffi.
ciency, and expense that would result. 

The Federal Housing Administration 
would revert to the Federal Loan 
Agency, an agency which exists only as 
a structural shell at the present time 
and which would have to be completely 
reconstituted as an administrative unit. 
The United States Housing Authority 
would revert to the Federal Works 
Agency, an agency unequipped at the 
present time to deal with the problems 
of slum clearance and low-cost hous
ing control. The Defense Homes Cor
poration would revert to the Recon
struction Finance Corporation. The de
fense housing constructed under the au
thority of the Lanham Act would be 
turned over to the Federal Works Ad
ministrator. The defense housing, ex-

. elusive of military reservations, con
struct'ed by the Army and Navy before 

. and during the war, would revert to the 
War and Navy Departments. The non

- farm housing constructed by the Farm 
· Security Administration, including the 

3 "green" towns and some 30. rural proj-
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ects, would revert to the Department of 
Agriculture. The · Federal Home Loan 
Bank System, the Federal Savings and 
Loan Insurance Corporation, and the 
Home Owners' Loan Corporation would 
all revert to the Federal Loan Agency. 

The fantastic process of reversion de
scribed above, if allowed to materialize, 
would be twofold in its confoundedness. 

In the first place it would be tremen
dously costly. There would be an initial 
expense of many millions of dollars nec
essary in reconstituting the various, sep
arate administrative units required. 
There would be a continuing uneconomic 
expense necessary in maintaining these 
isolated, duplicating, and overlapping 
facilities in five departments and agen
cies scattered about the executive 
branch. 

In the second place this process of re
version would rob the Government's 
housing programs of any semblance of 
coordination. No one man would be able 
to stud~ the whole picture of the Na
tion's housing problem and meet that 
problem intelligently and effectively with 

. a combination of the private-loan man
agement and low-cost development facil
ities available to him. The segregated 
housing activities would be competing 
with each other for the support of Con
gress and the public. 

Now let us see what Reorganization 
Plan No. 3 actually does. First of all it 
does not continue any function beyond 
the time set by law for its expiration. 
It does not, as has been alleged, make 

. permanent any housing function which 
Congress did not establish as a perma
nent function. 

The plan establishes a Housing and 
Home Finance Agency, with an admin
istrator, to replace the present, tenuous 
National Housing Agency as the coor
dinating unit for Federal housing activi
ties. Under this unit the plan estab
lishes three constituents, each with a high 
degree of autonomy, as follows: 

First. The Home Loan Bank Board, 
consisting of three members, to supervise 
the operation of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank System, the Federal Savings and 
Loan Insurance Corporation, and the 
Home Owners' Loan Corporation. The 
function of all of these activities is one 
of insuring investments in local savings 
and loan associations. 

Second. The Federal Housing Adminis
tration, with a Commissioner, to exercise 
the functions of the present Federal 
Housing Administration. These func
tions are primarily concerned with the 
insurance of mortgage loans and loans 
without collateral security for the con
struction, remodeling, and repair of resi
dential units and real property; 

Third. The Public Housing Adminis
tration, witk a commissioner, to con
trol the United States Housing Authority, 
the Defense Homes Corporation, the de
fense housing constructed under the au
thority of the Lanham Act, and the gen
eral housing-referred to earlier-con
structed by the Departments of War, 
Navy, and Agriculture. The functions of 
the Public Housing Administration are 
those of disposing of war housing and of 
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encouraging, where necessary, the clear
ance of slum areas and the construction 
of low-rent housing by means of capital 
loans and annual subsidies to aid local 
public housing agencies. 

Finally, the plan establishes a National 
Housing Council to coordinate the work 
of the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency with that of other Executive de
partments and agencies concerned with 
the availability of housing. These other 
agencies include the Department of Ag
riculture, the Veterans' Administration, 
and thE Reconstruction Finance Corpo
ration. 

This, then, is what Reorganization Plan 
No. 3 proposes to do. To an unprejudiced 
student of the housing problem this seems 
like an eminently sane solution: Let us 
look at some of the objections of the 
plan. 

A. Many critics of the Plan say that 
it does not lead to any economies. Con
sideration of the foregoing material 
shows clearly, however, th~t while the 
plan offers no great change from the 
present temporary structure, it avoids 
the tremendous expense of the reversion 
process that would be necessary in its 
absence. 

B. There are those who feel that it 
would be dangerous--the word "social
istic" has even been used-to place the 
Government's home loan and mortgage 
insurance · functions under the control 
of an · administrator who was also con
cerned with slum clearance and the con
struction of low cost housing. These 
people hold the irrational fear that this 
man might be public housing conscious 
and that the home finance functions 
would be deliberately throttled. 

This is an ingenious argument. Its 
invalidity becomes apparent upon ex
amination, however. 

In the first place, the functions of the 
Housing and Home Finance Adminis
trator are, and always will be, established 
by the Congress. The reliance which he 
places upon the various housing facets 
with which he works will be predeter
mined by law. 

In the second place, and of even great
er importance, the centralization of hous
ing functions provided for in this plan 
effectuates the congressional principle 
already referred to in the Reorganiza
tion Act of 1945: "to group, coordinate, 
and consolidate agencies and functions 
of the Government, as nearly as may be, 
according to major purpo_se." Certainly 
the major purpose here is the provision 
of adequate housing for the Nation. 
Those who advocate putting the Federal 
home-finance functions in a separate 
agency apparently consider the housing 
shortage as a fertile field for speculation 
in real-estate loans, rather than consid
ering the home-finance functions as a 
really effective weapon with which to at
tack the housing shortage. This is tan
tamount to placing the cart before the 
horse, 

C. Finally, it is contended in some 
quarters that the National Housing 
Agency was a wartime consolidation 

·which has had no justification in the 
peacetime picture of government. 

To refute this argument it 1s only nec
essary to study the recent history of 
housing in this country. Our present 
housing shortage is the result of stag
nation in housing construction during 
the 1930's, stagnation that could have 
been overcome by sensible, long-range 
planning and the provision of financial 
incentives to private construction con
cerns. 

We cannot afford to slip back into the 
chaos of a disintegrated housing pro
gram. It is necessary that a single ad
ministrative unit be able to control the 
entire picture, providing every possible 
inducement to private industry and care
fully controlling the expenditure of public 
funds in those areas where private com
panies decline to operate--funds such as 
those envisaged in the Taft-Wagner-EJ
lender bill. Only in this way can costly 
competition between the so-called pri
vate and public housing activities be 
kept under control, to the advantage of 
the country as a whole. 

The real-estate lobbies-in particular, -
the National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, the Nationa1 Home and Property 
Owners' Foundation, and the National 
Association of Home Builders-object to 
Reorganization Plan No. 3, just as they 
objected to the continuation of effective 
rent control and the passage of the Taft-

• Wagner-Ellender bill. These real-estate 
interests have a peculiar way of making 
their objections felt. Their batting aver
age has been tragically high in this Con
gress. 

They base their objection to this plan 
on the fact that it approaches the present 
housing shortage from the point of view 
of increasing the supp:y of housing in 
critical categories rather than from the 
point of view of speculating in the cur
.rent demand. 

These real-estate lobbies have been 
successful in defeating Reorganization 
Plan No. 3 in the House. The foregoing 
evaluation of the issue is offered here in 
the hope that the facts may be made 
clear and that this success will not be 
repeated in the other body. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted -as follows: 

To Mr. VINsoN, for an indefinite period, 
on account of important business. 

To Mr. VAN ZANDT <at the request of 
Mr. GRAHAM), for 2 days, on account 
of attending funeral. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED 

A joint resolution of the Senate of the 
following title was taken from the Speak
er's table and, under the rule, referred 
·as follows: 

S. J. Res. 112. Joint resolution to establish 
a commission to formulate plans for the 
erection, in Grant Park, Chicago, Til., of a 
Marine Corps memorial; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the · Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
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following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Spe·aker: 

H. R. 3203. An act relative to. maximum 
rents ou housing accommodations; to repeal 
certain provisions of Public Law 388, Seventy
ninth Congress, and for other purposes. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The Speaker announced his signature 
to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 814. An act to · provide support for wool, 
and for other pm·poses. 

S. 1230. An act to amend section 2 (a) of 
the National Housing Act, as amended. 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDEN-T · 
Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 

on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on June 19, 1947, pre
sent to the President, for his approval, a 
bill of the House of the following title: · 

H. R. 3792. An act to provide for emergency 
flood-control work made necessary by recent 
floods, and for other purposes. 

ADJOURN1\1ENT 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
<at 5 o'clock and 41 minutes p. m.>, 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until Monday, June 23, 1947, at 
12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as 
follows: · 

817. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Navy, transmitting a list of various insti
tutions and organizations which have re
quested donations from the Navy Depart
ment; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

818. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, trans
mitting ~ draft of a proposed bill to promote 
the national defense by increasing the mem
bership of the National Advisory Committee 
for Aeronautics; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

819. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Power Commission, transmitting a copy of 
its newly issued Electric Ut11ity Deprecia
tion Practices; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

820. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a letter from the Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army, dated Febru
ary 20, 1946, submitting a report, together 
with accompanyin-g papers and lllustrations, 
on a review of reports on Great Lakes con
necting channels, requested by a resolution 
of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, adopted on Febru
ary 11, 1941 (H. Doc. No. 335); to the Com
mittee on Public Works and ordered to be 
printed, with ] 5 illustrations. 

821_. A letter from the Archivist of the 
United States, transmitting a report on rec
ords for disposal by· various Government 
agencies; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

822. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a draft 
of a proposed provision pertaining to an 
appropriation for the United Nations Relief 
and Rehabmtation Administration for ad
ministrative expenses of United States agen
cies incident to the liquidation of United 
States participation in the work of the United 
Nations Relief and Rehabi11tat1on Adininls-

tration (H. Doc . . No. 336); to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

823. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a draft of 
a proposed provision relating to an existing 
appropriation of the War Department (H. 
Doc. No. 337); to the Committee on Appro
priations and ordered to be· prtnted. 

824. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a sup
plemental estimate of appropriation 'for the 
fiscal year 1948 in the amount of $3,370,000 
:(or the District of Columbia Redevelopment 
Land Agency (H. Doc. No. 338); to the Com
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC . 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS . 

Under clause 2 of rule Xlll, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. DEVITT: Committee on the Judiciary. 
Part II, minority views on H. R. 1639. A bill 
to amend the 'Employers' Liability Act so as 
to limit venue in actions brought in United 
States district courts or in State courts under 
such act; without amendmevt, (Rept. No. 
613). Ordered. to be printed. 

Mr. TWYMAN: Committee on Post Ofilce 
and Civil Service. H. R. 1821. A bill to pro
vide for the collection and publication of 
statistical information by the Bureau of the 
Census; with amendments (Rept. No. 618). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ELSTON: Committee on Armed Serv
ices. H. R. 3051. A bill to amend the act of 
July 19, 1940 (54 Stat. 780; 34 U. S. C. 495a), 
and to amend section 2 and to repeal the 
profit-limitation and certain other limiting 
provisions of the act of March 27, 1934 ( 48 
Stat. 503; 34 U. S. C. 495), as amended, re
lating to the construction of vessels and air
craft known as the Vinson-Trammell Act, and 
for other purposes; with an amendment 
(Rept. No. 619). Refer.red to the Committee 
of the Whole House ·on the State of the 
Union. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Commit
tee on Veterans' Affairs. H. R. 3888. A bill 
to provide increased subsistence allowance to 
veterans pursuing certain eourses under the 
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 620). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. VURSELL: Committee on Post Ofilce 
and Givil Service. House Joint Resolution 
221. Joint resolution to provide for per
manent rates of postage on mail matter 
of the first class, and for other purposes; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 621). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of' the Union. 

Mr. HAND: Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. H. R. 3494. A bill to in
tegrate certain personnel of the former Bu
reau of Marine Inspection and Navigation and 
the Bureau of Customs into the Regular 
Coast Guard, to establish the permanent 
commissioned personnel strength of the 
Coast Guard, and for other purposes; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 622). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. SHAFER: Committee on Armed Serv
ices. H. R. 3471. A b1ll to authorize leases 
of real or personal property by the War and 
Navy Departments, and for other purposes; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 623) . Referred 
to the Committee of 'the Whole House oil 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio: Committee on Ways 
and, Means. H. R. 3861. A bill to allow to 
a successor railroad corporation the benefits 
Of certain carry-overs of a predecessor cor
poration for the purposes of certain provisions 
of the Internal Revenue Code; with amend
ments (Rept. · No. 624). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. LANDIS: Committee on Education and. 
Labor. H. R. 3682. A blll to extend the 
period for providing assistance for certain 
war-incurred school enrollments; with an 
amendment (Rept. No. 625). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. WOLCOTT: Committee on Banking 
and Currency. H. R. 3916. A blll to amend 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act, 
as amended, and to extend the succession and 
certain lending powers and functions of the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation, and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 626). Referred to the Committee of -the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: Committee on 
the District .of Columbia. S. 751. An act 
to continue a system of nurseries and nur
sery schools for the day care of school-age 
and under-school-age children in the Dis
trict of Columbia through June 30, 1948, and 
for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 627). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. . 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: Committee on 
the District of Columbia. H. R. 2173. A blll 
to amend section 7 of the act entitled "An 
act making appropriations to provide for the 
expenses of the government of the District 
of Columbia for the fiscal year e·nding June 
30, 1903, and for other purposes," approved 
July 1, 1902, as amended; with an amend
ment (Rept. No. 628). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of · 
the Union. 

Mr. O'HARA: Committee on the District of 
Columbia. H. R. 3131. A bill to extenci for 
the· period of 1 year the. provisions of the 
District of Columbia Emergency Rent Act; 
.approved December 2, 1941, as amended; with 
an amendment (Rept. No. 629). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. BEALL: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. H. R. 3433. A bill to amend 
the act entitled "An act to classify the officers 
and members of the Fire Department of the 
District of Columbia, and for other pur
poses," approved June 20, 1906, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
630). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. O'HARA: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. H. R. 3744. A bill to authorize 
the construction of a railroad sidlng in the 
vicinity of Franklin Street NE., District of 
Columbia; without amendment (Rept. No. 
631). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. O'HARA: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. H. R. 3864. A b1ll to amend 
the District of Columbia Unemployment 
Compensation Act with respect to contribu
tion rates after termination of milltary serv
ice; without amendment (Rept. No. 632). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the . Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

_By Mr. WOLCOTT: 
H. R. 3916. A bUl to amend the Reconstruc

tion Finance Corporation Act, as amended, 
· ana to extend the · succession and certain 
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lending powers and functions of the Recon
struction Finance Corporation; and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. BARTLETT: 
H. R. 3917. A bill to amend section 5 (a) 

of the Farm Credit Act of August 19, 1937 
(50 Stat. 703); to the CoiJliilittee on Agri
culture. 

By Mr. COX: 
H. R. 3918. A hlll to amend section 201 o! 

the Federal Power Act; to the Committee on 
Interstate and ·Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ELLIS: 
H. R. 3919. A blll to amend sections 812 and 

861 of t4e Intel"!lal Revenue Code so as to 
-allow· the deduction of the amounts of be
·quests, legaCies, devises, or transfen; to or ' 
for the use o! vetel'ans' organizations in de
termining the net estates: of decedents sub
ject to Federal estate taxes; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GEARHART: 
H. R. 3920. A bill to exclude certain ven

dors of newspapers from certain provisions 
of the Social Security Act and Internal Rev
enue Code; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H. R. 3921. A bill to amend subsection (c) 
of section 3108 of the Internal Revenue Code 
(53 Stat. 359; 26 U. S. C. 3108 (c)) and the 
second paragraph of subsection (a) of sec
tion 3114 of the Internal Revenue Code (53 
Stat. 360; 26 U. S. C. 3114- (a:)); to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KEATING: 
H. R : 3922. A bill to provide for the a.dmis

sion of certain former members of the armed 
forces to practice law in the District of Co
lumbia; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

.By Mr. MILLEa Qf California·: 
H. R. 3923. A bill to authorize retroactive 

payment of compensation or pension barred 
because of capture, internment, or isolation 
by the enemy during Wqrld War II; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By · Mr. WOLVERTON: 
- H. R. 3924. A bili to amend the Public 
Health Service Ac.t in regard to ce1;tai::::1. mat
ters of personnel and administration, · ancf for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

B. R. 3925. A bill to amend the Public 
He~th Service Act to provide gran:ts -to post. 
graduate schools of public health; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. · ·_ 

By Mr. MICHENER tby request): 
H. R. 3926. A bill to authorize the Attor

ney General to designate the location o:f the 
offices of United States marshals; to the Com
J:p.ittee on the Judiciary. 

H : R. 3!127. A bill to amend the act of Sep
tember 7. 19!6, to authorize certain expend
itures from the employees' compensation 
fund, and f~r other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judi.ciary. 

H. R. 3928. A bill to prescribe the measure 
of damages on account of trespass upon. un
lawful use of. and unlawful enclosure of 
lands or resources owned or cont~olled by the 
United States; to the Committee on the 
Judl9lary. 

ll. R. 3929. A blll to amend the act entitled 
"An · act to provide additional protection for 
owners of patents of the United States, and 
for other purposes," approved June 25, 1910, 
as amended, so as to protect the United States 
in certain-patent .suits; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 
. . By Mr. REEVES; 

H. R. ·393(}. A bill to amend the act entitled 
''An act to establish -a uniform system ·of 
bankruptcy throughout the United States," 
approved oTuly 1, 1898, as amended, in rela
tion to extensions made pursuant to wage 
earners' plans und-er chapter :X:Iir of such 
act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. REES: 
H. J. Res. 221. Joint resolution to pro

vide for permanent rates of postage on mall 
matter of the first class. ~d for other pur
poses; to the. Committee on Post Office and 
Civil SerVice. 

By Mr. ELLIOTT: 
H. Res. 251. Resolution to provide that 

Members of the HoUse o! Representatives 
and officers shall, for their convenience, be 
furnished with identification cards; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BLAND: _ 
H. R. 3931. A bill for the relief of James: W. 

Keit·h; to the· Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. JENKINS of Pennsylvania: 

H. R. 3932. A bill for the relief of Elizabeth 
Bohm and Edith Bohm Staub; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. • 

By Mr. ROHRBOUGH: 
H. R. 3933. A bill for the relief of. Rev. 

Jobri c. Young; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, E'J;C. 

Under clause :t of rule ·xxn, petitions 
and papers were laid on the C1erk•s desk 
and referred as follows: 

656. By Mr. CASE of South Dakota: Peti
tion of Mary Seeley and 23 other signers, all 
members, o! Battle Mountain Auxiliary, No. 
1, United Spanish•war Veterans, Hot Springs, 
S. Dak., requesting favorable consideration 
of H. R. 969 and H. B. 3516, which propose 
an increase in pensions of Spanish-American 
War veterans; to the Committee on Rules. 
· 657. By Mr. LYNCH: Petition of·Paralyzed 
Veterans Association of Bronx County, 
Bronx, N: Y .• opposing any cut in the appro
priation requested by General Bradley, Ad
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs; to the Com
mittee on. Appro-pr~tions. 

658. Also, petition of the Human Relations 
Commission of the Protestant Church of the 
City of New York, urging (1) pa!)sage of the 
antilynching om; (2) H. R. 2768, to create 
an Evacuation Claims Commission to ad
judge claims made by · Japanese-Americans 
for losses incurred. tn the evacuation~ and 
{3) H. R. 2933, to stay the deportation of 
persons excluded from natura~i.Za.tion be
cause of race; to the Co~ttee on the 
Judiciary. 

659. By the SPEAKER: Petition of T. S. 
Kinney, Orlando, Pili.,. and others, petition
Ing consideration of their resolution with 
reference tQ endorsement of tbe Townsend 
plan, H~ R. 16; to the Committee· on Ways 
and Means. 

660. Also, petition of Mrs. :B. F. Crane, 
Zephyrhills, Fla., and others, · petitioning 
consideration of their resolution with. ref
erence to endorsement of the Townsend 
plan, lf. R. 16; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. · 

661. Also, petition of Mrs. Albina Bibeau, 
St. Petersburg, Fla., and others, petitioning 
consideration of theiJ:" resolution with .efer
ence to endorsement of the Townsend plan, 
H. R. 16; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

662. Also, petition of Mrs. Martha Moffitt, 
Sanford, Fla., and others, petitioning con
sideration of their resolution with reference 
to endorsement of the Townsend plan. H. R. 
16; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

663. Also, petitio:r;:t of Mrs. Carrie L . . Mc
Manus, Sarasota, ;Fla., and others, petitio~
ing consideration of their resolution with 
reference to endorsement of tbe Townsend 
piRn, H. R; 16; to the con:imittee on Ways 
and Means. · 

SENATE 
MONDAY, JUNE 23, 1947 

(Legislative day of Monaay, April 21, 
1947) 

Tile Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian. 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall. 
D. D., offered the fo!lowing prayer: 

We thank Thee. 0 Lord, that this la.nd· 
is still governed by the people's; repre
sentatives. Let democratic processes be 
seen at their best in this time of testing. 
As these chosen men discharge their 
duties, guide them. 0 God, in the deci
sions they must make today. Give them 
the grace of humility. and shed now Thy 

·guiding light into every mind. Break 
down every will that is stubborn against 
Thine or tbat bas ignored Thee. 

May what is done be so clearly right 
that it needs no incendiary justification. 
Soothe our still-smoldering hearts and 
minds with the spirit of forgiveness. Let 
us be swayed not by emotion or ambition 
but by calm conviction. 

This we ask in Jesus• name. Amen. 
-THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. WHITE, and by unan
imous consent, the reading of the Journal 
of the proceedings of Friday, June 20, 
and Saturday, June 21, 1947, was dis
pensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OP BILLS 

Messages in writing, from the President 
of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that the 
President had approved and signed the 
following acts: 

On June 20, 1947: 
8. 321. An act to amend section 17 of the 

Pay Readjustm.eL.t Act cf 19.42 so as to in
crease the pay of cadetS' and midshipmen at 
the service academies, and for other purposes. 

On .June 21, 1947: 
S. 26. An act to make criminally liable per

sons who negligently allow prisoners in their 
custody to escape; 

S. 50. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Ochrlmowskf; 

S. 125. An act to ·amend ·the Civil S3rvlce 
Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, 
so as to extend the benefits of such act to the 
Official Reporters. of Debates In the Senat~ 
and persons employed by them in connec
tion with the performance of tbeir duties: as 
such reporters; and 

S. 620. An act for the relief of Mrs. Ida 
Elma Franklin. 

LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS-VETO 
MESSAGE 

The Senate resumed the reconsidera
tion of the bill <H. R. 3020) to prescribe 
:fair and equitable rules of conduct to be 
observed by labor and management in 
their relations with one another whfcb 
affect commerce, ·to protect the rights of 
individual. workers in their relati<:ms with 
labor organizations whose activities af
feet commerce, to recognize the para
mount public interest in Iaoor· disputes 
affecting commerce that endanger the 
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